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ABSTRACT • • . x 

This final report describes a project to develop a 
funding process ton the distribution of Federal Vocational Education 
dollars to eligibly recipients -as dictated by P. L. 94-482. An > 
introductory secti 
revised 'system. S 
development of a 
set-aside funds to 



n* considers project, background and rationale for *. 
tion 2 discusses procedures used >n the 
ding procejss to g^gtr ibute federal special needs 
innesota Area V<^pfi&# al.-Technical Institutes. 
Minimum special needs support services are the topic of section 3. 
Section 4 provides discussion of procedures ^used £n the preparation 
of proposals for special needs set-aside funds. Twelve 
recommendations are made in- section 5 for consideration by the 
Division of Vocational-Technical Educetipn for its short- and 
long-term planning. Section 6 provides exhibits associated with 
discussions in section 2-5, including state criteria, Model 
Guidelines for Annual Application, sample budge t/f inaitcial .reports, 
and sample special needs analytical profile. The final section, 
Federal FuiJJing, provides a compilation of the proposed system, * 
including diagrams, stefps, timelines, and criteria describing 
procedures used in the distribution of federal funds. (TLB) > 
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l.Q INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND .* ' 

This Final Report has been prepared pursuant to the conduct of. a Project 
to Develop a Funding Process to Distribute Federal Vocational Education Dollars 
to Minnesota Area Vocational -Technical Institutes for Augmenting the Education 
$f Special Needs Students.* This introductory section includes the following-* 
sub-sections: (1.1) Project Background; (1.2^ .Rationale f oi^ftevised^ystem; 
an<f (1.3) Final Report Overview. 




1.1 Project Background 

i 

Sfection 106(a)(4) and (5) of the Vocational. Education Act of 1963 was 
amended by Title II of Public taw 94-482 (the-Etfucation Amendments of 1976^ . 
legislation which requires each state to distribute federal vocational education 
.funds to eligible recipient's on the basi$ of annual applications. The approval 
of such applications is given priority according to certain statutory criteria. 
Likewise, the distribution of funds to approved ^pplicaats is also dependent* 
upon statutory criteria.- two major criteria for approving applications are, 

► 

stated in the law: A 

s - 1) Economically depressed areas and areas jwith high rates of , 

unemployment which} are unable^ to provide the resources necessary 
t<f meet the vocational education needs without Federal , > 
* m assistance; and • / „ ^ 

1 2), ''Programs new to the area which are designed t6 meet new and 

emerging manpower need^and job opportunities' [iw the area * 
4 (and, where relevant, in^ the stape and Nation). * #< 

Public Law 94-482 provided for set-aside^funds to augmenf the education 



... 

of special needs vocational-technical education students. The basic intent of, 

* - ' \ 

these federal monies was to provide remedial and/or additional education so 

• 'V 

that, students pursuing vocational-technical education programs could successfully 

s 

complete their occupational training. f v 

Academically and/or socio-economically .disadvantaged students may need a v 
variety of educational services in addition ^o the regular -instructional program 
in order to acquire' the minimum skills and knowledge necessary to become employed 

at the job-entry level. A portion of the federal set-aside dollars was 

* f • 

specifically targeted at these special needs students. 

r 

The purpose of the project has been to develop a funding^process for the 
distribution of the$e Fede^l Vocational Education dollars to eligible 
recipients in keeping with the letter and intent of if.L. 94*-4§2. The final 
goal, of the .project to devise and field test a process to distribute federal 
special needs set-aside funds to Minnesota Area Vocational-Technical Institutes. 

* 

An Ad Hoc Special Needs Advisory Committee was established to serve in an 
advisory capacity to the project consultant.* Membiers of the Advisory Committee 
represented post-secondary special njeeds practitioners and directors. (See 
Exhibit 6r.l f fiied supplemental to this report for a roster of the Advisory 
Committee.) Major responsibilities^^ the Advisory Committee included: 

. Review of specific project objectives; - 

. Review of project design; 

. Review of and contribution to project data collection, analysis 

and reporting activities; and 

l~ • Review of Project recommendations and suggested alternatives. 

k A variety of doc\imentS vere reviewed directly pertaining to the distribu- 

* 

tion^ of Federal Vocational Education ^unds to eligible recipients. Some 



. , -/.-.-. 

y r . 

documents were vaguely relevant to the iVsues if that concerns were raised 
which dealt with "whkt' should be 11 in P..L. 94-482 or wky states should not/ 
follow the Federal l&v. In general, however, the review documents provided 
an excellent frame of reference in dealing with Federal fund distribution in 
the State of Minnesota. 4 

• ' ' I 

The most pertinent documents are listed below with a brief statement or 
two depictfng the in tent /summary of each document. The documents are not 
listed in any specific order — they are as- follows: f 

1) Federal Register , Vol. 42, No. 191 - Monday, October 3* 1977.^ 

This document contains the rules and regulations to implement the # ^ 
Vocational Education Act of 1963 as revised by the Edutational 
Amendments of 1976' (P. L. 94-482). A rendition* is providei for \ 

' r 

every aspect of the Amendments including fiscal requirements, state 
evaluation, "basic grant, program improvement and suppqrtive services, 
special ^ programs for the disadvantaged, and consumer and homemaking. 
In addition, these final regulations have been revised to incorporate 
the Technical Amendments of 1977 or Public Law 95-40. : 

2) Minnesota Stlate^Plan for Vocational Education" (Annual Progijpm 

* * » * • 

Plan for* Fiscal Year- 1981), The "State Pita" delineates the pro- 5* 

visions for Federal requirements ahd specifies to a high degree 

the disfributiqp of Fecjpral funds to eligible recipients. 

3) "Resource Allocation 1 ' by.Ccmserva, Inc. .(pp. 95-110). The total 
process pt Federal fund distribution was analyzed by a private 
contractor end contrasted to' current educational finance theory. 

' 4) '^Proposal Application for Adult Consumer and Homemaking: Memorandum 
for Agreement ^FY ( 83/T The Adult Section of the Minnesota Vocational- 
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.TechniAl Education Division has published a format for applying for 
Federal funds undef Section 150. 

5) "Special Needs Programs Overview". The Sppp^ort Services Section of 
the Minnesota Vocational-Technical Education Division has develgjped 
a draft document ~19 pages in length which indicates the intent and 
operational parameters of Special* Needs Program in Minnesota.. 

6) Program Memorandum — BOAE/DSVPO — FY 80-6. The final amounts of monies 
made 'available by Congress, for FY 81 'are shown for each stat6. 

7J -Program Memorandum — BOAE/DSVPO — FY 80-1. This document is a draft 
copy of a Proposed Policy Manual for distributing Fedefal vocational 
funds to eligible recipients within a state. It includes such areas 
as criteria to evaluate a distribution formula as velL as a model 
formulae. . " * 

8) Policy Memo r and urn — BOAE / D S VP 0- -FY 79-3. .The eligibility and funding 
of cooperative vocational education programs under P. Li 94-482 are 
discussed and the interface regarding LEA vs. OER designations is 

• provided . % * 

9) Policy Memorandum-^BOAE/DSVPO — FY 79-8. The funding for "support fc 
services" under subpart 4 (disadvantaged) was approved, 

0) Policy Memorandum — BOAE/DSVPO-- FY 79-J4. Thla memorandum clarifies 

I * ■• . " 

policy regarding the mutual exclusiveness of the set-asides* 

' ' * C < ' * 

1) "Does the Federal Vocational Education Legal Framework Hinder th* s / 

Delivery of Programs for Special Needs Populations?" by Michael 
Brustein of Brustein and Jlanasevit, Attorneys at Law, September ,* 1980. 
This 30-pagp papei^concludes that since considerable confusion has 
existed over the issue of excess costs , the special needs populations 
tamay very well have been deprived of badly-^ieeded .vocational * ' 



opportunities. ' 

12) "Development of Distribution Formulas fqr Federal Vocational 0 
Education Funds^' by Nagi Salem and William Ammentorp* The paper 
specifies a number. of factors^or indicators which could be used in ^ 
w the development of formulas for the distribution of federal vocational 

/^education funds. 

13) "Report on Audit of the Vocational Education Program, Department ,6f 
Education; State of Minnesota, St. Paul; Minnesota: Audit^ Control 
No. 05-19568". , The audit was for the period of July 1, 197^ through 

.June 30, 1978. Fouif areas were noted f or^improvement ; 1) Dist^ibu- * 
tion of Basic Grant Funds 1 , 2> Special Needs, 3) Work-Study Program, 



and 4) Assessment Projects for Students Leaving High School. 

V 

14) "Survey of Funding Practices of 'Handicapped and Disadvantaged Services 

/. ' + 

in Vocational Education: A Summary Report", August 15, 1980. The 

title of this document states its content; several summarized funding 

practice examples are provided. ^ 

15) Program Memorandum— ^OVAE/DSVr — FY 81 — (Draft Copy). This document „ 
contains a proposed "Information Manual for Federal Vocational Educa- 
tion Fund Distribution Procedures" which is designed to be published 



r 



in the Federal Register sometime ,in 1981, 

— ' ) 

16) State Plans fof^ Vocational Education'. Seven state plans were 



i 



reviewed relevant to federal" fund distribution practices:' Florida, 

Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, MinneS^a, Ohio and Utah. 

_> 



1.2 Rationale: for Revised System 



>3£a, Ohio and Utah. . J 

t 1 



The operational procedures practiced by the Minnesota Vocational-Technical 

dez 



\ 0 

Division to distribute Federal vocational funds were reviewed. In general, 



< 
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the procedures were adequate and in 1 compliance ^ith Federal law (P.L. 94-482). 

* • 

However, sfeveral items were identified which suggest that the practice of voca- 

^ v *■ ♦ 

tional Federal fund distribution could be improved in the State of Minnesota. 
For example, the application process per se was ncrt strictly observed in 
distributing, special tteeds set-asidei. Other examples related to 1) specif i- 
catAra of handicapped and disadvantaged funds prior to distribution/utilization, 

m 

2) avocation Qf Federal funds to eligible recipients not necessarily based upon 



^economic, social, <^d program need • conditions, 3) Federal funds not always being 
used for maintenance, improvement, and development, of programs. 

In essence, past operational^procedures fj^r fund distribution indicated 

practices which required review and revision in four areas: local applications, 

«* 

• v * • 
specification of set-aside monies, supplanting of state fund6 with Federal 

funds, and criteria for allocating funds to eligible recipients. This was 

not to suggest that Minnesota was out 'of compliance with Federal regulations 

but to indicate that the process of vocational Federal fund distribution could 

be improved. 

The differences between the intent of the Federal Law and past procedures 
led the Project Consultant, advised by tjf£ Advisory Committee, in the direction 
of the development of a rationale for a new system and/or some modification 
of past practices. * Thus, a new ^syst^D which utilizes some of the components 

of past practices has' been developed in the course of this project. A number 

» 1 

of guidelines have been utilized in this development, including: 

. Definitions of Other Eligible Recipinets (OERs) and Lodal Educatidn 

V 

Agencies (LEAs) , as the podt-secondaty andf secondary, respectively, 
types of eligible recipients; * ' I 

. A recognition that the stated post-secondary vocational-technical 



system exists as a state system of Area Vocational -Tectyical Institutes 
(AVT$s) which are virtually state-funded' (i.e., with njinimaj,* local tax 
. . bases involved); i • 

v A recognition of the program approval processes which exist^ for 

J 

vocational-techhical education in Minnesota. 
. A recbgnition 6f student-oriented criteria utilized in funding AVTIs. 
. A recognition that institutional (OER) annual applications are required 
per v se ; . \ % 9 * 

o . A- heed for more appropriate fund allocation^ criteria -which cOrre^pnd 
to OERs (post-secondary) applicants; and ' 
. The need for the AVTIs. (OERs) to be made more' aware of the amount and 
purpose of Federal dollar distribution as well as to know how and why' 
** Federal dollars are allocated. 

A * 

V 

1.3 Final Report Overview . ' * 

' ' »\ 

The remaining sections* of this Final Report discuss in detail aspects of 
Federal Funding distrit^fion and application procedures, as follows: 

• (2.0) Project Procedures 

• (3.0) Mini^um^Special Needs Support Services 

• (4.0) Procedures: Request for Proposals 

• (5.0) Recommendations for Short- and Long-Term Planning. 
Section 4 6.0 provides a number of Exhibits*, filed supplementalVto this 

Final Report , which are associated with the discussions in Sections 2.0 - 5.0. 
A final section (7.0) isv^itled "Federal* Funding" and provides a compilation 
of the newly proposed system. 

* • 
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2.0 PROJECT PROCEDURES ' _ - 

*lfiis section of the Final Report discusses the procedures utilized in the 
development of a funding process to. distribute federaj. special needs , set-aside 
fund/5 to Minnesota Area Vocational-Technical Institut|s. Three sub-section£ 
are included as follows: (?2.1) Criteria Delineation/Data Sources; (2.2) 
Formula Development; and (2.3) Funding Application Development. 

* T 

2.1 Criteria Delineation^pata gbgxces 1 * 

This sub-section serves to discuss the Data Sources (2.1.1), the Data 
Basi* national e (2.1. 2)^ aAd the Criteria Delineation (2:1.3). ' . . 

2.1.1 Data Sources . ^ 

. / . • . ■ 

In orcfer to determine the ultimate data source requirements, preliminary 

sets of criteria were developed.^, Based upon the preliminary criteria the 

following agencies were contacted to ascertain the availability of thB . * 

accompanying information: ' „ • 

• ■ * 

. Minnesota Department of Economic^ Security (annual averase unemploy- 
ment rate, employed, unemplpyed,* and labor force statistics by 
* county for 1980). - • 

. Minnesota State Department of Education, Vocational -Technical 
Division (students receiving financial aids by post-secondary, 
institution* numbers of handicapped , disadvantaged, and LEP J 
students by post-secondajy institution, student dropout fat&y 
by post-secondary institution-* average age of .program cotnpleters- 
by post-secon<3(^ry institution, number of part-time students by 
post-secondary institution, and average daily memberships Sy 
post-secondary institution). • 

■* * • 

2.1.2 Data Batfe R ationale, 

Choosing factors as indicators of the federally-required and state- 
selected criteria was integrally related to certain characteristics of the 
data base. Data bases were chosen that provided current. data which are" 



regularly updated, and vh^te possible-, centrally reported to ensure accessi 



v 



bility and consistency for the entire st£t;e. t N i 4 

For post-secondary institutions, i.e.lthe Area "Vocational-Technical 
Institutes, primary servioe are*s have not been defined in Minnesota/, 
Cjfcnsequently , for purposes of approximating a primary service , area, . " 
Economic Development Regions (E0Xs} were utilized^and economic conditions - 
, were determined by aggregating county data tor each EDR. 

} ♦ i • • , 

Finally, the determination erf > data base was inlluenced .by the impli- 
cations of the federally required criteria. The basic* c^mon denominator 
for data/inf ormatioqjmrposes for GZRs (post-secondary* institutions) is 



/ 

the student* * / * 
X H • 



\ 



2.1^3. Criteria Delineation 



Federal requirements are very specific regarding certain criteria that 



must b«j included in a State Plan for the distribution of^Fede^al Funds/ 

' : ^ ' / ' * '» • • : 

The following is quoted from the Federal Register x Vol* 42, No, 191, > 

Monday, October 3, 197^-* .* „ - • ^^"^^ 

be eligible to ^receive fundsj a fytatemust c^intatn^HjB^ * 

file with the Comni$sioner a* general application containing tuewe 
• assurances covering a broad range of administrative^ aend^ fisobl « 
matters ($104*141)1 0 $his appli&ttioif, included? the assurqnee / 
that the State will give^priority in distributing funds to (1) N 
^ % economically depressed areas 'and areas with high unemployment^ 
rates which* ate unable to meei the vocational jieeds of„.the$e 
areas without Federal assistance > and to (2) programs which ai*e 
new to the areas ¥ po be served^ahd which meet n^pt? and emerging 
manpower needs. The State muph also use as the two most important 
factors in distributing funds to local eku&dtional agoxcies (l) 
the relative financial ability to provide needed^ services and 
1 (2) the relative conc(gn%ratidn jof low-vncorrte populations within- 



such^ agencies. ^In the ease of other eligible recipients, the * r ) , 
stftte Trust use, as -the two most important fcctoho^^^e^^cipi^nt f s 4 4 
relative financial . ability to proyjde^n5ede<^^ 
relative concentration of shedent's it semes who*tr , ipir*e higher 
th&n* average costs (e.g. handicapped, disadvantaged, those -ijith . \ 
limited English-speaking abit%tyj. * 4 « 

• In* addition to the required criteria, the State is allowed to include 

optional criteria that are social, economic or demographic in nature. > 

Exhibit 6.2 provides a complete list of aLl additional* (optional) State 

criteria that were considered, 

> 

, Based upon a preliminary assessment of the data available, the Project 

Consultant presented the' following criteria and associate's indicators to 

- / » * 

m 

the Advisor? Committee: N < & 

, Post-Secondary * 
Priority ; Federal \ 

Economically Depressed Areas % * ); * - 

• High Unemployment Rate ~ , 

. Inability tp Provide Resourqes * / 

(State system, therefore inoperative) , 

New Programs • ' 

• New Program Cost ** 
S Number of New Programs 



A^bcktion : Federal 



' Students with .Higher than Average Costs 

. Proportion* of handicapped, ^disadvantaged and l£p students 

Institutions Relative Ability to« Provide Resources 
(State system, therefore inoperative). 

Allocation ; State. , ✓ 
Students Receiving Financial Aid / 
Student Dropout Rate 

Average Age of Students * ^ 

% Non-Served/ Student Groups 
Part-time Students 

• / 13 - • , 



4 



\ 

© p. 



f • ; • - " 

* ' w - 

Further, evaluation of the quality and reliability of data available 

/ 1 . . 

* ^necessitated the elimination of the following State Allocation criterion: 

/ Post-Secondary * •{ 
/ #• o 

Students Receiving Financial Aid 

Upon establishment of *a final set of criteria, thfe criteria were * 9 

A * ' ~ 

weighted according to a policy determination. FeAral mandate requires 

** f 

that greatest*weight be given to the factors listed under Allocation : Federal. 

- ?, ■' V 

In addition, those factors included in Priority : Federal must receive 'more 
weight (combined) than any single S,tate criterion. ' 

2.2 Formula Development 

The formula was developed according to the following specifications: 

•1) Meets the letter and intent of P.L. 94-482, including relevant 

rules, regulations ind policy memoranda; 

1) Be'^emonstrated" to be functional for the various ^instances of * 

" its' implementation; and • 

3) / Be developed to support program. purposes. 

The formula developed is as follows: t ^ 

Post-Secondary : * % 

Weighted Raw Points ■ 2 (Economically Depressed Areas) + [New Programs (1) 

+ New Programs (2)] + 6 (Higher Cost Students) + 
Student Dropout Rate -K Average Student ^Age + 2(Non- 



Served Students) + Part-time Students', 



Weighted Raw Pdints must be calculated for each institution and then the 
percent' of the weighted raw, points awarded to the entire system is determined 

/ 

for each institution. ^Next the number of handicapped, and disadvantaged students £ 
ySiox each institution must be established and the percent of the total number 0f 
handicapped and disadvantaged students in the system must be calculated for 



.each institution. The average (mean) of these percents is calculated and 
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. * 12 

applied to the funds available for special needs set-asides. This formula has 
the following advantages: fc . 

1) WhiJ.e weightings assigned to factors are arbitrary, the Students 
with Higher than Average Costs ,(as a factor) carries more weight 
than any other-f actor. . 

2) The distribution gives equal weight to the criteria component and ' 
the student component which allows funds to gravitate to institutions 
where the students are located . 

" 3) The formula creates a linear relationship between need (as demon- 
strated .by the^criteria) and the stjjdent population. 

4) The formula, can be£ adapted for distribution of funds for all » 
Sections (120, 140, 150) by substituting the proportion of the 
total special population in each institution* 

The following is offered as an illustration of its application: 

Ba^se Information : 

' Total Handicapped a^d Disadvantaged (H & D) 

Students in the /System: 8,125 

Total Points Awarded in System: '. 2,641 

Total Funds Available for System: / $1,804,200 

Least Needy School ; 

H & D Students - 242 or 2.98% of system total 

Ppints ■ 40 or 1.51% of system total < . 

Mean Percentage * 2.2451 
Funds Allocated » $44,203 

Most Needy School : , * 
^ H & D Students - 242 or ' 2. 98% of system total 
' Points • 140 or 5. 30% of system total 

, " ■ Mean Percentage '■ k.W » 
Funds Allocated - $74,694 

' 9, • 

15 
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Average Needy School ; * 

H & D Students * 2^2 px 2.98% of system total 
.Points - ,90 of 3 % 41%"of system total 

' Mean Perc6ntagfe » 3.195X * 
funds Allocated • ^57,644 



Note : Handicapped and Disadvantaged numbers are kept constant 
while the criteria points vary from 40 to 140 points 

/ , Which creates a difference of $30,491 ($74,.694 mi^ius 
$44,203) between the'most needy school arfd the least 
needy school assuming the same size student population 
at each school, , 



2.3 Funding Application Develoi&iefit 

The development of the Formula,, discussed above, was followed by the 
development of a funding- a/pplicatiq^i/distributlbn system. Both the Advisory 
Committee and) personnel in the .#^^al Establ'isjj^nt .were consulted as part of 
this process.* The Advisory Committee expressed a/ ^lumber of con<perhs/issues 
related *to fundii^ application/distribution system procedures. jThese are * 
summarized as follows: \* '* 

f 



Overall Concerns ^ V v 



.<The process s.hould be ad r simple as.ppssible; 

^Data utilized mus£ be current, reliable and valid; 

. OERs must^praT^ticipate qoamu nications relating to the Vrocess* 

the dollar availability, and the intent o$ the process; 
. Adherence to the Lettep of the Law (both intent and definitions) 

is necessary; 

• Deliheation/def in it ion *of '."current services levels" vs. "could or 
sH^uld service lfevels # 5 is ^lmportajitp \~ , 

. An intermediate district might be considered both an LEA and 0ER; ' 

• The scppe of -all variables must be defined/delineated (e.gf. , region, 
.secondary /post-s*fcon4ar,y levels, etc.); . 



J 



* * 

• AVTIs should be demonstrated as OEFte, with a rationale to pe 
deve,ldped for the inoperability of ability to pay, 

Appli&Bt ion/Proposal - ~ 

* h 

> The application must request/(objective) data and information; 

• The application will require some narrative to describe process, but 

• * s 

should request short descriptions; 
. Data sources aijd^j>opulation descriptions should be tailored to each 
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of the appropriat^^fijptions of P.L. 94-482. 



. Application review processes (including reviewers) should be defined; 

t 

. The application process should be capable of being adaptable to 

M 

^ automated 'data processing, «with machine-readable formats; 

. Definitions t?f new programs end maintenance of programs in a 

subsequent^y&ar need to be specified. 

Tift concerns and issues summarized above were considered by the Project „ 

Consultant in the design of the funding application/distribution system. * 

Mq^rl guidelines for annual application have been developed as a proj-ect 

'product, and this documentation is fiied supplemental to this Final Report , 

as Exhibit 6*3, followii^7"~ Included are such annual applicaticgi items as 

base information, introduction, assurances, 'non-served student ^roup(s) 'end 

^Setftions 120, 1^0, 140 ^nd 150. In addition to providing guidelines for annual 
i J * 

application for each Section (i.e. 120, 130, 140 and 150) of the Federal Funds 

for Vocational Education, this comprehensive application also makes provision 

application from Local Education Agencies (LEAs) as well as Other Eligible 

Recipients (Gf£Rs). The' model guidelines thus serve as a Division-wide document. 



ERLC 
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h 3.0 MINIMUM SPECIAL NEEDS SUPPORT 'SERVICES 

1 

TJiis section provides discussions^ of Background/Considerations (3.1), / 
Procedures (3,2), and the Special Needs Service Matrix (3,3). 

3.1 Background/Considerati6i>c' - 

h most impo^t^t underlying component of the "funding process" is that 

c - ' 

which is to t>£ funded — the services provided fco special needs studetits. In 
* kp tempting to identify "the special needs services, three ^important issues (or 
considerations) have to be addressed. The first consideration of what 
"sho^ld^jje" versus "what is viable" within the economic constraints of local, 
^ £tate, and federal funding jjboms as a realistic barrier to specifying minimum 
special needs services. 

The/"second consideration relates to the type of services to be provided 
to post -secondary students it Minhes5ta's AVTIs. The type of special needs 
4 servjj^s* of f ered by an AVTI shobld be unique and not offered by any other 
department currently providing vocational- technical training programs or 
educational support services. It is contended that special needs students 

^ v • ■ . . < 

will have a limited prq£abili-ty of. .succeeding in a 4 vocational-technical training 

program unless additional servicers are provided which currently are not 

» « 

provided by the AVTI., ' \ 

Th^& implications of identifying special needs support services relate to 
the number of students Jt a specific institution," the type and amount of staff 



r^btl ird H to provide the services, the financial requirements to conduct th* 
special needs program at a *ost-secondary> school , and othet miscellaneous 
factors' (e.g, , facilities, equipment, instructional materials/methodologies, 
organizational structure, etc.). These factors constitute the third consideration 
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in specifying minimum support services for special needs students. 

• • • • 

3.2 Procedures 

4 ' i 

Recognizing that the above considerations will complicate and potentially 
prevent the identification' of minimum special ne£ds services, a multi-tiered w 

approach became necessary.* This multi-tiered procedure began with the \ 

r > 

specification of existing services arid culminated in a matrix of speciaK*needs 

services by size of institution. 

r , ' 

basically, the type of services which \^*«-xurrently being provided by 
the AVTIs were identified and rated as to ^heir importance. Secoi^ other * % 

potential and unique Services were listed that currently were not being- " . 
provided by other departments Vithin AVTIs. These additi</ial services were also 
rated ?s to their importance (i.e., required by special needs students in order 

* — ' V 

• f » 

. to succeed in, a post-secondary vocational-technical education program) A 
significant assumption in rating the importance of the special needs* serv^es 
was that students would have access to every service even if a specific service^ 
was hot provided directly by the AVTI. For example, an AVTI may not operate 
an /'assessment center" but students cquld be referred to. a vocational assessment 

^center for* diagnostic and prescriptive assessnfent. This implies that e^jery 
AVTI Vill provide referral services at a fiinimum. The student "accessibility * 
•to services" assumption was extremely significant in establishing a "floor" 

^ for special needs, services regar(lieys of institutional size. . (See the Special 
Nefcds Service Matrix, items 1-8, following.) 

A variety of data bases werey^xplored to develop a sense of economic 

*.<**• ' * % 

reality iif providing special needs services by institutions of varying student 

« N ' ' P : 

•populations. (Of course, an* over-riding factor in considering providing special ^ 
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.needs services is "economy of. scale.") Student demographic and biographic 

"characteristics were reviewed to determine frequency of need for a specialized 

student support service'; AVTI budget allocations versus expenditure patterns 

and stafiing structures were* reviewed to appreciate the interrelationships of 

*- v • 

planned versus actual* expenditures and staff utilization for special needs and 

related Support services. 



The data bases outlined above, i.e., student characteristics, geographic 



*3 . 3 . • Special Needs Service Ijatrix 

7T 



proximity of available special needs services, budgets, expenditures/ staffing, 

planned but unfunded AVTI' programs, and state-level objectives were Reviewed. 

The importance ratings wete then used to suggest the minimum special needs 

t ' 

services that could be offered by size of institution. For example, the % 
service of "pre-voQfctionaL instruction" was rated essential (with a 3.71 me|tn 
rating by 36 individuals using the* following rating scale: 3.50 - 4.00 ■ 
Essential; ^.5 - 3.49"« Very Important;. 1.50 - 2.49 * Important; 0.50 - 1.49 * 
Desirable; and Less than C.49 * Unimportant). However, AVTIs of lesu than 4Bl 
average dai^y membership (ADM) appeared not to^fa^e ^ heed for suph a special 
need service. If "pre-vocational instruction^ was needed by one or more students 
in an AVTI of 450ADMsor less,^ti>e need was ij^ver addressed or documented >6y * 
an AVTIjon an annual request basis, indicating a low priority need in g 
institutions of less than 451 ADMs. Virtually every special needs service 
listed in the Special Needs Service Matrix, following, .was analyzed to identify 
the level (institutional size) of service needed by either a) student self- 
identification— "tickler" notice on the Special Needs Analytical Profile (SNAP) 
form, b) budget request, c^ state-levfel objective, d) staff time allocation 

r* • • 

on SNAP data', e) nearest available service on a potential cooperative arrangement, 

20 - ■ 



SPECIAL NEEDS ; 5ERVICE MATRIX 

Size of Institution: 
Average Daily Membership (ADM) 



TYPE OF SERVICE 
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RECOMMENDATIONS /COMMENTS 



1. Asses seen t/Awareness\ 

2. Curriculum Restructuring 
,3. Coordination/Supervision 

4. Technical Tutoring 

•5. Remedial Reading 

6. Remedial Math 

7. Advisory Committer 
8* Referral Services 



Suggeste4 Expenditures: 
\:$32,000 per 350 ADHs 

Staffing Structure: , * 
1.0 Ft)^ Professional 
0.5 FTE Para-Prof esaional 

or Technical 
0.2 .FTE Clerical 

A^u^s that students can be 

setfyed^ln 'each of the eight 

services. 



/ 



9. Personal Support Services 

10. Pre-Vocational Instruction 

11. Affiliation with Day Care 
r # Center • 1 

12. Affiliation with Displaced 

Hoaenaker Services 



Suggested Expenditure: 
$6,000 - $16,000 per 
.ADMs 



13. 
14. 
15. 

16. 
17. 



Support Group Services . 
jCurricylum Development 
Instructional Support 
.Services 
Student Advocate 
Operation of Vocational 

Planning aad Assessment 

Center 



Suggested Expenditure: 
$10,000f per 350 ADMs 



\ 



18. Job Seeking Skills 

19. Job Retention Skills 

20. Interpreter for the * 

Deaf . 

21. English as a Second 

Language 



/ 



Suggested Expenditure: 
$14,0004- per 350 ADMs 
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22. Study Skills Development 
• 23. Job Placement' Services 

24. Refugee Program Services 

25. Advisory Services 

26. ' Bilingual Vocational 

Training^ < 



Suggested Expenditure: 
Unspecified 



27. Conducting Parolee 
• Services 

28. Transportation Services 

29. Conduct Displaced Home- 

maker Services 



Suggested Expenditure: 
Unspecified * . 



30s Operation of Day Care 
Center 

31. Job Development Services 

32. Others?* 



i 



Suggested Expenditure: 
Unspecified 
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f) financial expenditure as per annual finance report. . • 

Another issue associated with the minimum special needs services is the 
, cost of providing tjhese services as related to the type, and amount of staff 
required. As illustrated* in Special Needs Service Matrix, it is estimated that;^ 
tp. provide the first eight services per 350 ADMs, the c^st would be approxi- 
mately $32,000. The staffing structure could be 1.7 full-time equivalents (FTE) 
with 1.0 FTE professional, 0.5 FTE para-prof ession^L or technical, and 0.2 FTE 

4 

clerical .Staff. Of course, the costs and staffing structure are assumed to 
be at the maintenance level and do not include start-up or improvement of 
services costs or staffing structure. Also, these costs assume no major equip- 
ment purchases or physiaal facility expenditures, and it is assumed that 
approximately 16* students would be served by each of the first eight special * 

* 

'needs services. * ( * 

* / ' 

As more services are provided by a school, the concept of "economy of 

scale" begins to' have impact. For. example^ the next four services (see v items 

9 - 12 on the Service Matrix) can be offered in a-school at a cost of about- 

$6^000 - $16,000 per' 350 ADMs depending on size of institution. Moving down 

the list of services, the cost estimates for providing these services become 

less precise!. The third group 6f services (13 - 17) may cost at least $10,000 

per 350 ADMs while the next group (services 18 - 21) may cost at least §14,000 

per 350 ADMs. To illustrate, an AVt/ with 1400 ADMs cpuld provide t^he first 

£l"~sfervices for a njinimum of $248,000 on an^annuai ^maintenance basis. - 

4.0 PROCEDURES: REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 

.This section of th qfcFinal Report discusses the procedures utilized in the 

preparation of proposals for special needs set-aside funds. Procedures were 

\ 
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selected that^ atk already utilized In the AVTI as a pare of ongoing processes 

; ( 

so as to minimize the burden of developing the proposal for the» responsible 
individuals. Sulb-sections are as follows: Funding Process/Timelines (4.1); 
Program Budget/Finaycial Repdrts (4.2); Criteria for* Awarding Grants ,(4.3); 
Self-Evaluation Process (4.4); and Co/np.liance Monitoring (4.5)* - 

4.1 Funding^HProcess/Timelines 

B ^ * * 

The funding process begins with the funding application developed by the 
AVTI. The application is reviewed by the State Department of Education, and' 

/ - 

points are awarded according to specifically defined State and Federal Criteria. 
The percentage of these points along^with the AVTI's percentage of the State 
total of handicapped an<J disadvantaged students are directly translated into 
funding allocations. The resulting programs and efforts are reported to the 
State Department of Education as a part of Program Budget /Financial Reporting. 
A time period of approximately two and one-half years is required from. the 
distribution of information to the AVTI regatding the Federal Funds available 
t^T the final evaluation based upon Annual Reports. (Figures 1 and 2 in 
Section 7.0 > Federal Funding, filed supplemental to the report, summarise, the 
funding process and the required timelines.) 

4.2 Program Budget /Financial Reports 

Annually, AVTIs are required to complete* a series of budget/financial 
reports/ The major reports are: Post-Secondary Vocational Program Budget/ 
Financial Report (ED-01288-04) K Post-Sedondary Vocational Pipgram Budget Recap 

(All Instruction) and Post-Second£cy Vocational Program Budget Recap (All 

/ 

Support Servie*») (ED-00395-03, pages 1 and 2), and the AVTI Budget .Request: 

Summary of Revenue and Income. (Please see Exhibit 6.4 for "copies of the* four 

> 

reports.) 
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Complete instructions are provided by the State Department of Education 
regarding the^ompletion of the above-mentioned reports. Instructions for 

the Post-Secondary Vocational Program Budget/Financial Report indicates separate 

* 

sheet must be submitted for each program area, for all related programs, for 

<» 

all, regular special needs activities, and for each of twelve &2) Support 
Service categories.. Specific definitions of the Support Service categories 
are included. In addition, explanation is provided for the tv£nty-six (26} 
items included in the "Object Description" column. 

Post Secondary Vocational Program Budget Recap (All Instruction) summarizes 
all instructional sheets, while Post Secondary Program Budget Recap (All 
Support Services) summarizes all support services, related, and special needs 
program sheets. Finally, the AVTI Budget Request: Siflnmary of Revenues and 
Income summarizes all revenue, both that reported on Instructional or Support * 
Service program sheets as well as additional revenues not reported on those 

r 

sheets. , i ' 

* » • ." 

4.3 Criteria for Awarding Grants 

As discussed in previous sections of this report, a new system to distribute 
Federal special needs set-asides was developed as a result of this project. 
The development of the new system was*l£ased upon: a review of the literature; 
review of past practices; input from the Advisory Committee; the limitations, of 
available data; the letter. and intent of P.L. 94-482; and finally review, of the. 
proposed system by personnel of the Program Finance Bralneh of the U.S. Depart- 

# v 

ment. of ^ucation. * 

• Section 7.0, Federal Funding, filed supplemental to this report, contains all 
• # '/ 
pertinent information regarding the new- System. Major items included are: 
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rationale;. Federal Funding Formula background; and the Post Secondary Formula . 
with associated criteria definitions, data sources, examples of affluent and 
depressed OERs, v and proposed distribution of points and dollars. 

« • 

4.4 Self -Evaluation Process 

In 6rder continually to improve f *ahd upgrade vocational education programs, 
all AVTIs participate ''in an ongoing evaluation process that is repeated on a r 
five-year basis. The following diagram describes the five-year evaluation 
process. 

i 

' ^fear^ ' Year 5 



( 



On-Site Evaluation I 
(Initial Report: • I 
Corrective Action) I 



AVTI performs complete 
Self-Evaluation 

— 



Year 2 



AVTI is asked to submit a 
report to the state concerning 
any corrective actions taken 
during the past 12 months. 



Year 3 



V 



Year 4 



Update similar 
td Year 2 



Update simi'lay 
to Year 2 



During Year Five the* AVTI performs an indepth Self-Evaluation, which, ±n 
turn, provides .usefu^information and documentation the On-Site Evaluation 
Team. 

As part of the self-evaluatipn effort, the special needs personnel have 
develop^ seveji (7) self -evaluation instruments* The titles of those instruments 
and a brief description of the data elements of «ach follows: 

1) Special Needs Administration* Evaluation Form — numbers of staff, 

services available, intake procedures, instructional materials, 

* « 
special n^eds facilities, and placement and follow-up. 

2) Special Neejs Assessment Center Form • — numbers of students served 
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(both high sihool "and post high school), length of evaluation 
program, follow-up results of evaluation program completers, and 
facilities. ' , ' - 

f < 3) Special Needs Remedial Reading, Evaluation gorm — availability, 

teaoher licenses, teacher /student ratio, assessment, and instruct ** 
tional materials. > 
' 4) Special Needs Remedial Math Evaluation Form — availability, teacher 
licenses, teacher/student ratio, assessment, and instructional 
materials* * . , * ( . 

5) Interpreter for the Deaf Evaluation — similar' categories to the 
above with the addition of Advisory Committee, number of students 

\ 

0 

v served per year, written goals and objectives, placement and follow- 
up^ and administrative services. 

6) English as a Second Language jftvaluat ion — similar categories to the 
r , ' abovfe' witir"the addition of Advisory Committee, number of students 

t 3erved per year, written goals and objectives, placement and follow- 

- • - v 

* up, and administrative services. 
^ 7. -Bilingual Vocational Education^Advisory Services Evaluation Form — 

* general Information, identification of function and service, identi- 

i " * 

fication'of students needing support service, social Involvement of 1 
minority students, and support programs f<5r special needs students* 

In addition, numbers'?'! - 4 and 7 above ask for comments regarding critical 
issfues .and recommendations* and general observations. ^ 

• . • \ < . .. . 

4.5 Compliance Monitoring V 

The Vocational Special Needs Unit of 'the Minnesota State Department of 
Education has developed instrumentation to monitor compliance within the Area 
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Vocational -Technical Institutes, that instrument, the* Special Needs 'Analytical 

* 

Profile' (SNAP), ED-G1551-01, must be completed semi-annually for each spedial 
needs student. (See Exhibit 6.5 for sample and accompanying instructions.) 
Information collected by this instrument includes: .grogr&m", date, referral 
soured, assessmeflj: recommendation, special needs classification, instructional 
setting, and hours o^ service. . * — - ' 

5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SHORT- AND p, 
, LONG-TERM PLANNING ^ 

A number of recommendations are offered by the Project Consultant for 
consideration by the Division of Vocational -Technical Education for its short- 
range (one-year) and long-range (three to five years) planning. The Project 
Consultant found evidence of many major strengths as well as some areas ' 
needing further review and discussion, relating to a funding process to 
tfistributrf" Federal vocational education set-aside dollars in, Minnesota according 
to*?,L. 94-482. The recommendations which foll&w have resulted from the project 
performance and ref lecllwyky of the» suggestions made by personnel both within 
apd beyond the Division of Vocational -Technical Edj*e^tion:^ . 



on of 



1) Request that lalx interested personnel (Soth within the Division of \ 4 
Vocational Education and beyond) review this report, including its 
associated products, thoroughly; 

Plan to discuss the project results within appropriate: sections of 
'the Vocational -Technical Division, w^f tfce Assistant Commissioner 
and Division Managers, as well as wit* the Post-Secondary Directors 
within the State of Minnesota; 



... i ••; 

»± \ 3} Identify 'change strategies* which need priority attention and define 
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a tdme schedule for their accomplishment according to both %>ne-year 

X ■ ■ ' ; ' *. 

' and five-year planning within the Division of Vocational Education,. 

4) Seek and adopt more extensive and clear lines of communication, < 
related to* Federal funding distribution, with the Federal Establish- 
ment' 9 with Minnesota A^ls (OERs) a?d within the Division of 
Vocational -Technical Education/Minnesota State Department of Education* 

5) Consider collecting/storing/pro^&fcsing the data utilised in the 

C 

funding formulas in electronic data processing/machine readable * 
formats. 

6) CoxTslder t^e utilisation of an advisory comntjttee (similar to the Ad 
* Hoc Special Needs Committee) to perfrom a periodic review of the 

funding process to 4* str it> ute Federal vocational education dollars in 
Minnesota. / ~ 

7) Consider the Utilization of both* internal and ex&nwtl committee(s) 
i£~fche review of Annual Applications for Federal vo'c^fcional education 

'dollars, as part of the OER application review process. 

8) «Blsignate* the operational services sfection and its manager as the 
r recipient of annual applications, # 'and as the Divisional staff 

coordination unit for processinj^amiual applications in cooperation 




4 

witJJBhe Manager and^Supervisors in Post-Secondary Programs. 



9) Consider^xpansion ot the OER definition to include other (potential) 
eligible recipients in Minnesota. 
10) Continue to recognize the need for the AVTIs (OERs) to be made ©ore" 
aware of the amounts and purposes of Federal dollar distribution as 
well as to know how and why Federal dollars are allocated. Consider 
f providing a series of one-day seminars/workshops for OER personnel 
who are responsible for 9 the preparation of AnrfUal Applications* 



/ 
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11) Develop a Structured strategy for aggregating local plans for 

• * * 

-vocational education for state-level planning in Minnesota Vcfcational 
Education. 

12) Consider a study to develop an empirically-derived data base for 
specifying the toinimum special needs services that should be;<iffefed 
by AVTIs. 



* 
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6<Q EXHIBITS 



6.1 Ad Hoc~ Special Needs Advisory Committee 
6.2- Stajte Criteria (Optional) d 

6.3 Model Guidelines for Annual Application 

6.4 Budget /Financial Reports 

6.5 Special. Needs Analytical Profile 
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EXHIBIT 6.1 



AD HOC - SPECIAL NEEDS COMMITTEE 



AVTIs . * . 

Howard Anderson (612-629-6764") 
Supervisor, Special Needs '. 
Pine Technical Institute * , 
Pine City, MN 55063 

Debbie Drinkard (218-751-413?) 
Special Needs Unit 
Bemi'dji AVTI 
Roosevelt and Grant 
Bemidji, MN 56601 - . . 

Dwight Hyle (612-629-6764) 
Assistant Director . 
Pine Technical Institute 
Pine City, MN 55063 - 

Garey Lunn (507-847-3320) 
Jackson AVTI 

401 West Street* • - *• 

Jackstfc, MN 56143 

George Munsey (370-9400) 
Minneapolis Fact Center - AVTI 
1101 Third Avenue South 
Minneapolis, MN 55404 > 



STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Lynda Rago, Acting sdpawisor 
Refugee Programs \7 ^ 
Division of Vocational-Technical Education 
Capitol Square Building, Fifth Floor 
550 Cedar Street 
St. Paul, MN 55101 (296-5707) 



riuui 



Jerry Guevara, Supervisor 

Bilingual and Minority Vocational Education 

Division of Vocational-Technical "Education 

Capitol Square Building, Fifth Floor 

550 Cedar Street 

St. Paul, MN 55101 (296-5707) 

Donna Boben, Sex Equity Specialist 
Division of Vocational-Technical Education 
Capitol Square Building - Fifth Floor 
550 Cedar Street , ^ 
St. MN 55101 (296-1866) 

Lloyd Petri, Supervisor 

Vocational Education for tjie Handicapped 

Capitol Square Building - Fifth Floor 

550 Cedar Street 

St. Paul, MN 55101 (#96-5707) 



Gen Rockwood (218-722-2801) 
.Duluth AVTI 
2101 Trinity Road 
Duluth, MN 55811 

Josephine Reed-Taylor (770-2351) 
#916- AVTI 

3300 Century Avenue North 
White Bear Lake, MS- 55110 




EXHIBIT 6.-2 



• STATE CRITERIA (OPTIONAL) 

^ * 

Labor Force Participation Rate (LEA) f* ) 
Per Capita Income (LEA) 

Stydents Receiving 'Financial Aid (0£R) / , . 

Title I Students (LEA) 

Type of Program (LEA and OER) * - 

Average Annual Cost Per FTE Instruct!©* (LEA and OER) 
Student Dropout Rati\(LEA and OER) 
Average Age of Student (OER) 

Specification of Non-Served^ Student Pool (LEA and OER) 
^tate Appropriation Per ADM (LEA and OER) 
Number of Part-time Students (OER) 

Valuation of Equipment and/ot Plant Per ADM (LEA end OER) 
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jS*. . EHXIBIT 6, 



MODEL GUIDELINES FOR " ' 



ANNUAL APPLICATION 



TO CONDUCT VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL^ EDUCATION PROGRAMS AT THE 
SECONDARY AND POST-SECONDARY 'LEVELS FOR FY 1983 
UNDER PUBLIC LAW 9A-482 



( 

v ^ Submitted To: \ 

Dr. Melvin E. Johnson, Manager 
Operational Services Section • 
Division of Vocational-Technical Education 
Minnesota State Department of Education 
Capitol Square Building, Fifth Floor 
550 Cedar Street 
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101 



Suboitted By: 

Contact Person at Local Education Agency (LEA) 

or Other Eligible Recipient (OER) r 
Other Eligible Recipient, District No v 000-00 
9999 Response Street 
Vocational Coitaunity, Minnesata 55000 



January \ % 1982 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 1 

ANNUAL APPLICATION ITEMS ' p AG £ 

1.0 BASE INFORMATION / 1- 

2.0 INTRODUCTION ' 3 

f •••••••••••• -J 

•3.0. ASSURANCES 3^ 

4.0 NON-SERVED STUDENT GROUP(S) ■ 5 

5.0 SECTION 120 (BASIC GRANT) . . . 5 

Basic Grant (Post-Secondary) 

Instructional Programs (Two New Programs) . .' 5 

, Work,-Study -Program ^\ 5 

Cooperative Vocational* Education 5 

• ^ Energy jEducation Prd|ram (New Program) ^ . 5 

Student Placement Services 5 

Special Needs / 

i « 

Handicapped Program . . * i 5 ' 

Disadvantaged Program * 1 , " 9 5 

# Limited English Proficiency Program 5 

6.0 SECTION 130 (PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT AND 

SUPPORTIVE SERVICES) ' 5 

7.0 SECTION 140 (SPECIAL PROGRAMS FOR DISADVANTAGED) .5 

8.0 SECTION 150 (CONSUMER AND HOMB^AKING EDUCATlpN) • 5 , 
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•1.0 BASE INFORMATION 
Section A : (Complete by ^ocal School Personnel) 



1» School Kane: 



a. School District Number: 



b% County Name and Code Number: 



2. Level of Program 



Check One t : • ' b. Does this application include* request 

'for funds for adult vocational edueatipn? 
I — ] Secondary r ** * 



□ Post-Secondary- Nq 

y 1 — 1 

3. Do these programs provide opportunity for training for non-traditional 
career patterns of males and females? > 

□ Ye* □ No □ Partial *' 

J 

4. * Has your "sex equity plan" been approved by* the Minnesota Division of 

Vocational -Technical Education? 



r — | Yes □ No □ Unknown 
5. Name of Vocational Administrator: 



Signature: 



Section B r (Complete by SDE Personnel) 



* i 



1. £ye the proposed programs and efforts consistent with priorities specified 
• in the current State Plan for Vocational Education? 

rn Yes O to O Partial >\« 

If partial, please document where and why it is inconsistent with the'. 
State Vocational Education priorities and attach you^vTitten cpmmejits 
to this sheet. 



:RIC 
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2. Criteria ajj£ weighted point\range Tor awarding Federal Vocational Education 
funds. 

Post-Secondary (OEl( )~^ Secondary (LEA) # .Jfc 

■r 

a. High Unemployment Rate a. High Unemployment Rate 

v (2-20) - " ' , (1-10) - ' : 

b. New Programs (0-20) » b. Inability to Provide 

c. High Cost Students ' Services ' (1-10) - . 

• \ * (0-60) = c< Ney Programs (0-20) - m 

d. Student Dropout Rate . d. Low Income Fainilies (4-40)* 

^ e. Relative Jinanclal 

e. Average Age of* * . Ability > (4-40) * 

Completers (1-10) = , r _ " 

. / * ■ — f. Labor Force Partici- 

f . Non^-Served Students pation Rate (0-10) ** 

(0-20) » „ c . ^ _ 

g # Non-Served Students 

g .--Part-Time Students (2-20) * 

(0-10) = ) TOTAL POINTS (11-150)- 

TOTAL POINTS (4-150)- 

3. Federal Vocational Education Tunds Awarded $ ] _^ 

SectioT^120 (Basic Grant) • v $_j ^_ 

Basic Grant $ [ ^ 

Special Needk $ 

JJection 130 (Program Improvement ^ 

and Suppcrrtive Services) . . • . . $ 

Section 140 (Special Programs for , , . r% 
Disadvantaged) . • • $ ^ 

Section 150 (Consumer and Homemaking 

Education) $ 

Consents : _ 

a 3 p ' i ; 1 1 

J i ■ 

4. Minnesota Slate Department of Educatiop/Diviaion of Vocational-Technical 
Education Approvals 

. Section Approvals , ' , 

-J 

a. Adulx - 

• ♦ 

I b. Operational Service* ; a 

Post^feecondar^ ; . ' . ^ 

,d> \ Secondary ; \ • 

e. Support Services # . x 

. Authorized SDE Name : ' . / 

. Approval Signature : 

3S 
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2.0 INTRODUCTION 

* 

(The "Introduction" should .essentially address four' items. First, it should 

* . " 

indicate the areas, for vhich you are requesting funds—the areas should coincide 

* f 

with the priorities specified- by the State Plan for Vocational Education. *' 

^ ! ^ - ■ 

Second, yotf should identify those areas which have had special federal vocational 

funding in the'past, such as the Vocational Advisor^Project under Section 140. 

Jhird, highlight any new efforts and/or new instructional programs. For 

example, the following program and projects would be listed if 'your institution 

vas requesting their initiation for fiscal year 1963: 

SjLlver Smith Program - Section 120 

Utility Regulation Program - Section 120 ' 

Energy Education Program - Section 120 - 

Parenting Education Project - Section 1£0, Adult Education 

Finally, the fourth Item would acknowledge local, state and other individuals 
or agencies who provided input in developing the annual application.) 



V 

(Tite ai 



3.0 ASSURANCES 



(Tre annual application must contain four assurances as specified in 
Section 104.141(f)(4). These assurances would probably be applicable to each 
program or project contained ( in the annual application. The annual application 



must : 



1. Be developed with* representatives of education and -training resources 
and the local advisory committee. - 

Explanation : Each program and project* contained in the application must 
be developed cooperatively with local institutional staff, state level 



personnel, local advisory committees, and other significant individuals 

or agencies. This requirement is mandated in the State Plan for Vocational* 

Education; therefore, it should already be completed fof all ongoing 

pro^/aas and projects. 

^- 2. Describe vocational education needs, hov programs will meet these needs 

, /- and the use off the evaluation .results in program development. 

Explanation : For all ^>n|pdng programs, you have met this requirement in 

it 

your new program proposals at the time they were submitted to the Minnesota 
Vocational-Technical Division'. Of course, for any new program or effort 
ypu need to address this requirement. 
3. Describe how the activities proposed in the application relate to CETA 
programs in the area conducted by a prime sponsor* 
* Explanation : In most cases, vocational institutions cooperate with local 
' prime 'sponsors and that cooperative effort (e.g., the non-financial 

4 

agreement), should be referenced. 
A*. Describe the relationship between vocational education programs proposed 
to be conducted with Federal funds under P.L. S4-4S2 and other^rogfSms in 
the geographic area or community which are supported by state and local 
.funds. . 

Explanation : Since vocational programs are' approved at the -state level, 
duplication and needless competition is virtually eliminated. The State 

Plan for Vocational Education should be referenced tor this item. 

• * 
In surnpary, for these four assurances, the State Vocational Division and the 

State Plan for Vocational Education should be referenced. The Minnesota 

Vocatiohal-Technical Division should have all the information to comply with 

tfiese assurances except where a program or project is new or in the case of a 



special efforfc(s). For the exceptions cited, you should address the four 
assurances under the part of this annual application where the n£w efforts and 
projects are "described, ) - B ^ 

4.0 NON-SERVED STUDENT GROUP(S) 
In each of the Annual Application items which follow, non-served student 
group(s) should be identified and described, in narrative form, providing the 
following information: 

1. Documentation regarding identified population (s); 

2. Specific services to be provided; and 

3. Reasons for failure to serve this population(s) thus far. 

5.0 SECTION 120, (BASIC GRANT* 

Instructional Programs 

<For all ongoing programs, the program budget sheets with the appropriate 

back-up material should be referenced. For'allnew profe*ags, the new program 

proposal filed with the Minnesota Vocational-Technical Division should be 

s * 

referenced. If the new program proposal (s) has not yet^been submitted to the 
Jiinnesota Vocational-Technical Division, it must be contained as part erf t^i^ : 
annual application* ) 

Vork^Study Program \ - 

(Reference the program budget sheets and continue th do th^ same for each 
area.) • ^ * * 

t 

6.0 SECTION 130 (PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES) . 
7.0' SECTION 140 (SPECIAL PROGRAMS FOR DISADVANTAGED) 
■ 8.0 SECTION 150 (CONSUMER AND HOMEMAKING EDUCATION) 

(For-the temaining Sections of 130, 140 and 150, the\ocational Budget/ 

Financial Rtport (ED 01288-04) sheets shoulA^e 'referenced unless the project 



is new for fiscal year 1983 or you want to nake changes in an ongoing project 
The changes need (to be clearly documented in Relationship to prior year 
submission of purpose and content. Of coarse, projects that have been, 
submitted on special formats such Adult Consumer and H omenta It ing projects 
under Section 150 will continue as before and be included as part of this 
application. A new project will need to fc address the significant iteas on »a 
foraat developed *by the appropriate Section of the. Minnesota Vocational- 
Technical Division.) 



J 



> 



-6- 
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SEE 



Program Name 



T Scf%i Na^-fc" 



County 



I *E» Pro-am Code 




1 \ % * P0ST-SECON0*AY VOCATIONAL PROGRAM 

. $ » 



EXHIBIT 6.4 



VI 



district 



Class Hours per Da^ 




Set* 



OBJECT 
DESCRIPTIO 



V Llcersed Sa^nes 



ACTUAL 
197-9-80 
EXPENDITURES 



BUDGET 
REQUEST 
1981*82 



STATE 
-RECOMMENDED 
1981-82 
BUDGET 



(DUE 8-15-82T 
* ACTUAL 
1981-82 



Non*Licensej Saj. 



j 3. Licensed Fr'ipgej 



\ 



Non*L>censed P/nge Benefits 
M 



• ' TraveK^stfuc/ion jl/Admiriistration 



T 



\ Travel. Prof. De veto percent 



Ants.& Leaaes 



i 



mB. Other Pu^cnased Services 



t 



Supplies & Materials 



10/Suppiles>fpr Resale 



w 



1. Equipment 



3 



12. Other Capital Expenditures 



3. Student Activate* 



4 Other Expenses 




-•5. TOTXL EUGIBLE PROGRAM EXFN 



3. Sales/of Supplies k Services 



1 



17. Sale of Fixed Assets 



1 Other Revenue. 



J 



At. NET BUDGET 



>. ADM 



Headco.-it 



M 



M 



M 



M 



J 



Completions 



M 



aJ.^No ofuseneed Staff 



{ 



Uceneed Sta'f PTE / 



j *No of Non-ticensed Staff * 



ensed $!aff PTE. 



^' VQCrfrONAWDMIWSTRATOR OR SUPERINTENDENT SIGNATURE 

♦ " a - ' 



l * (Budoat) # . 5 t 

\ 0 . . Al 



APPROVED PENOtNG VALIO VOCATIONAL LICENSURE AND AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS 



J erjc 



•PROVEO 



Authorial Slate 
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Date 



(Report) 



•Stmt *> ftt«Mtt 

for 

Pott See en*** 



I 



POST-SECONDAF^Y VOCATIONAL PROGRAM BUDGET RECAP 
ALL INSTRUCTION {not Including Related and Special Needs) 



39 * 
roooaaw 



INSTITUTE^. 





<F — 






IcOUNTY 


JYPE 


DISTRICT 













DATE 



OBJECTS Of EXPENDITURE 
BY AlDCATEGORY 



A EXPENDITURES ELIGIBLE FOR 
INSTRUCTIONAL AID ,x% 



1 Licensed Sa'a'-es 

■ ■ . K ! 



FY 80 ACTUAL 
' EXPENDITURE' 




FY 81 APPROVED 



FY 82 BEQUEST 



mm 




STATE OR LOCAL 

APPROVEO 
^ BUDGET 



2 J N?n»L»ce^sed Sa'anes 



^3 L^ensed Fonge fceneMs 



4 Nnn.l ir^rt»l Pnny ft»n»fifj 



t 



5 TraveMns?'uCt.o p a- Admtn 



6 Tra^ei-Prs'-jjio-ai Devel 



8 Pw^cAasec Se.w.ces 



13 Sr^dent Ac:.* ? e$^ 



14 Of>er E*p*ns#s * 



TOTAL. 



13 Otner Re**^e 



NET 



B EXPENDITURES ELIGIBLE FOR 
SUPPLY AID 




7 'Rents and Leases 



9 Supples and Materials. 



10 Sa^dM fo' Resale 



TOTAL 



" I Nl6 Sales of SwPDfits-Sti 



Settees 



NET 



C E){PENDITURES ELIGIBLE FOR 
CAPITAL EXPENDITURE AID 




11 Eowjpment 
| 12. Other Capiat Expenditure*, 



I 



TOTAL 



17. Sale of Fned Assets 



NET 



r 

D. OTM^R INFORMATION . 












' " ft. * 


. - - - "t- 


| 20 AOM 










■ 21 Htadcoc-t ^ 


M 


F . 


M 


F 


M 


F 


M 


F 


22 Completions * f[& 








F 


M . 


F 




F 


J 23 No o* Lice*sed Staff . ^ r 










24 Ltcensec S'a*i FTE 










•25 No Of NC*-LX*~*»2 $ VI 










1 26 Non-L»cen$ed Staff /TE 

1 ^ : 




1 







I. 



• Vottie State tor Vocational Education St Paul Minnesota * 
E Ry£C 1 H*ft"Y CERTIFY THAT THE ABOVE REPORT IS TRUE AND CORRECT 



SwOscbed and sv.cn to» beto-c 

tn.s day o* 

19 

No*a»> P*.tv»c Cc****.*-. 



POST-SECONDARY VOCATIONAL PROGRAM BUDGET RECAP 
ALL SUPPORT SERVICES (Including Related and Special Needs) 



•. 40 

£00039*43 



INSTITUTE - 



DATE. 







t 






COUNTY 


Type 




DISTRICT 





OBJECTS OF EXPENDITURE 
BY AID CATEGORY 



rr 80 actual 

EXPENDITURE 



31 PLANNED 
EXPENDITURE 



FY 82 REQUEST 



STATE OR LOCAL 
APPROVED 
BUDGET 



A. EXPENDITURES ELIGIBLE FOft 
• INSTRUCTIONAL AID 



>. Licensed Sauries 



T 



2. Non-Ltcensed Salaries 



3 Licensed 'Fnnge benefits 



4. Non-Licensed Fringe Benefits 



5. Travel-Instructional/ Admin. 



6. Trave'*Professidnal DeveL 



X 8 



biased Services 



13 Student Activities 



14. Other Expenses 



TOTAL 



18. Other Revenue 



NET 



B. EXPENDITURES ELIGIBLE FOR 
SUPPLY AID 



7. Rents and Leases**. 



9. Supplies and Materials 



10. S and M for Resale 



TOTAL 



16 Sales ohSupplies/Services 



NET 



O EXPENDITURES ELIGIBLE FQR 
CAPITAL EXPENDITURE AID 



11. Eq- pment 



12. Oner Capital Expenditures r 



TOTAL 



17. Sale of Fixed Assets 



0 



N6T 



O. OTHER INFORMATION 



20. AOM 



21w Heedcounfc 
Comp<etfpns 



M 



F ' 



M 



M 



M 



M 



M 



M 



M 



23. No oft Licensed Staff 



24. Licensed Staff PTE 



»2£No of Non-Licensed Staff 



26 NofltUtcented Staff FTE 



To the State for Vocabonekfcducation. St. Paul. Minnesota: 
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ERIC 



I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE ABOVE REPORT IS TRUE AND CORRECT 



Subscribed ang lUm to before 

this day of 

19 — 2 — 



Nptary Puo#c . 



.County, 



'Wirln I^CofTwntsi*on expires — 



INSTITUTE 



COUNTY 



'TYPE 



DISTRICT 





ACfLfAL FISCAL YEAR 1986 


ESTIMATED FISCAL Y^AR 1981 


ESTIMATED FISCAL YEAR 1982 


FUND. 11 


FUND 1fc 


FUND 11 




rUNu 11 


CI IklfVl K \ 

rUNU'lO 


~ 5PS I NPS 


OPS f NPS 


OPS i NPS 


OPS 1 NPS 


OPS 1 « NPS 


OPS I NPS 


1. Unappropriated July 1 Balance 




- 


/ . 


* 


• 


r 

> 


f 






11. REVENUE ' 
(excluding Debt Service) 


' 4 ' 
1 

* 


° 








♦ 


i 






• 


fi 




A. Revenue from Investments 




















































C. Saia of supplies {^material 


























0. Sal* of fixed essdb 


























, E Other Revenue 






















• 


F. CETA 


























Q. Specls! needs 








1 






— 7~ 












H. Federal (not flowing D 
through SDE) x 




ml 






















. 1. Stete (not flowing 
" , through SDE) 






" , « ^ 




0 








* 




i 




- «l. Foundation AWL 




— - — m 






















K. Categorical Ak^ 
(State & Feder# 


















-- v 








. L Capita) Expenditure Aid 








V 


















M. Instructional Aid 






















— 




N. Supply Aid 
























4 


t). Support Sorvlcaa Aid 








f 


















TOTAL (A-0) 


■ t 


■ TT 




1 


t 











































OPS j Ravanua shown on Instruct lomn or Support Services program sliaafs. 



4MPS r Ravanua not shown on Instructional or Support Sarvtcas program shafts. 



r 
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ERIC 



To tha Stata for Vocational Education, St. Paul, Mtnffcota; 

^ 1 HEREBY CERTIFY tHAT THE ABOVE REPOR* IS TflUf AND CORRECT. 



Subscribed and sworn to befora 
thlal^dey 



It— 



Local Vocational Director 



Superintendent of School* 



Drte 



"IS — ^ 

Notary Public County, 
Minnesota* 

i 

My Commission expires £J 



EXHIBIT 6.5 
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Sue Deportment 
of {duration 



Mttl 



SPECIAIfNEBDS 
ANALYTICAL PROFILE 



ED - 01551 • 01 



Directions 
SeeBeA 

J. of Card 



AH ii Ubtf Hwt 



I 



EI 



1. CHttrlct 



2 Chack Digit 



3. Social Security Number (6) 



rrrr 



(8) 



(11) 03) 



Student Name 



6. Referral Source (see bade of form) 



(26) 



Program (enter correction- if 
• wrong) 



label 



(17) 

5. ^Oate (check one) 

July 80 to June 81 
July 81 to June 82 



[ I 7. Assessment Recommendation (see back 

W of,orm) • k 

8. Special Needs (number boa*(a) in order of 
H Q Importance tor all that apply, (sea back of 

(29) 



form) 



July 82 to June 83 
July 83 to June 84 



H - Handicapped 
D - Disadvantaged 
(30) LEP - Limited English Proficiency 

(31) 

□ 9. Instructional Setting (enter number) 
J. Mainstream 



(32) 



2. Separate Program 



I 



I 



10. Hours oTBoffio* (3Mp)' 

A . Technical Tutoring 

• . Remedial Math Tutoring 

C . Remedial Rsadlng Tutoring 

D . Job Seeing. Job Keeping Skill* 
I . Englleh aa a Second Languaga 
F . Tee|l»g-Aeeeeement 

0 . Intarpratar for the Qeaf 

H . CounsaHngrt^eferral To Others 

1 . Pre- Vocational 
J. Other 



10. Maura of Sofrloo (3M0) 

A . Technical Tutoring 

B . Remedial Math Tutoring 

t 

C . ^ Remedial Reading Tutoring 
0 . Job Seeking, Job Keeping Skills 
£ . Englleh aa a Second Language 

f . TMttoO-AtMMflWtt . 

O . Int*rpr«l*r for iff 0—1 ^ - 
H . Court— nngtMmti To OtlWs 



JULY 



AUG 



SEPT 



OCT 



NOV • DEC 




APRIL 



MAY JUNE 




/ 



1. DISTRICT NUMBER 



SNAP INSTRUCTIONS 
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001 


Alexandria 


014 


'Pine City 


«026 «£emidji 


002 


Austin 


015 


Pipestone 


« 027 Dakote^County 


003 


Canby 


016 


St. Cloud 


028 Hutchinson 


004 


Duluth 


. 017 


Anoka 


029 District 916 


005 


Eveieth 


018 


Staplea 


630 Rochester 


006 


Faribault 


019 


Thief River Falls 


031 SI. Paul . " 


000 


Granite Falls 


020 


Wadena 


032 Suburban Hennepin South 


000 


Hibbing 


021 


Willmar ' 


033' Red Wing 


010 


Jackson 


022 


Winona 


034 East Grand Forks 


011 


Mankato 


023 


B/ainerd 


035 Suburban Hennepin North 


012 


Minneapolis 


024 


Detroit Lakes 




013 


Moorhead 


025 


Albert Lea 





2. 

a 

4. 

5. 



CHECK DIGIT • Enter from Termination Report' Form (ED • 01335) if. available, otherwise leave blank. 
STUDENT SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER • Use labels when possible. 

PROGRAM - To be used only if the OE course code on the label is incorrect or if no label is available. 
D^TE • Check year when service was delivered. 



REFERRAL SOURCE 

01 
02 



Enter one number from the list below; 



DVR (Division of Vocational Rehabilitation) 12 
High School ,13 



03 AVTI Program instructor 

04 Self 

05 Drug Rehabilitation Center 

06 Veterans Administration 

07 Welfare Department 

08 Department of Manpower Services 

09 State Services for the Blind 

10 Another AVTI 

11 Insurance Companies 



14 

'15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

-23 
24 



TMR Center 

CETA (Comprehensive Employment and 
Training Act) 
Community Corrections 
Corrections (other) 

Counselors > 

Minnesota Migrant Council 

Vocational Advisors 

BIA (Bureau of Indiair Affairs] 

Mental Health Care 

WIN (Work Incentive Program) 

Veterans Rehabilitation 

Private Agencies 

Other 



ASSESSMENT RECOMMENDATION • Enter One Number From List Below (To be used for those students that 
have been formally assessed in an assessment center). ~ * 



1. Immediate Employment 

2. Sheltered Employment 

3. On-The-Job Training 

4. Work Adjustment Training 

5. Continue Education 



' 6. Re-evaluatedlater date 

7. No Specific Vocational Recommendation 

8. Enter Training Program 

9. Enter Pre-Vocattonal Program 



a SPECIAL HEEDS CLASSIFICATION • The student can be, classified in more than one area. Number boxes 
29*31 to reflect the priority of the student's special needs, ror example, If. a student's most prominent special 
need Is limited English proficiency but the student is also handicapped, boxes 2941 should be coded as: 

• * H [7J D □ LEP □ 

See manual for classification definitions. (29), (30) (31) 

9. INSTRUCTIONAL SETTING • Enter the number of the appropriate isettuctional setting. 

10. HOURS OF SERVICE • Enter number of hours served for appropriate month and type of service. 

are due on July 15 and the SNAP forms for Jul^u^cember are due on 



8NAP forms for January thru J, 
. January IS. Mail them to: 



9 

•ERJC 



Special Needs 

Division of V 
Capitol Square 
860 Cedar Stree 
St. Paul, Minnesota 




technical Education 
utlding 

96101 
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NOTE; Refer to the instruction 
manual for data privacy information 
, and detailed Instructions. 



44 



7.1 Rat&tonale 



7.0 FEDERAL FUNDING 



The federal rules and regulations stipulate numerous requirements for 
expenditures of federal vocational funds. The following information is % 
^included to explain and detail the distribution of those federal funds 
anticipated for -allocation to the State, These aharts and the accompany- 
ing narrative Should assure compliance ^vith all components of the regulation 
and o^ the Act. * 

The State, in examining overall , corcprehensive budgetary needs for 
vocational-technical education for an ensuing year, can eliminate, 
correct or" compensate for deficiencies among o% representative of eligible 
recipients (ERs) and other agencies according to the specified criteria of 
the State's federal funding formula utilizing an application process 
according to those criteria. Eligible recipients may nave accessibility 
to federal funds through submission of an annual local application. 

In the Five Year State Plan, FY 78, the State submitted the general appli- 
cation to the U.S r Commissioner of Education in compliance with 45 CFR 
S1W (1979) identifying the priorities designated by the twelve specific 
assUrances and in accordance with the criteria specified in the State's - 
Federal fund distribution criteria. 

Two major procedures, 1) the federal funding formula and 2) reimbursable • 
contractual agreements*, are used^o allocate and distribute federal funds 
to ERs. Different criteria are applied in determining >n ER's eligibility 
and in distributing funds depending upon which of tfrese two procedures is 
being considered. \ 

>— 

In examining the various Jables in the Plan, it may not be possible to 
trace or reconcile monetary items from table to table since some j^bles 
include grant allocations while others include Federal funding formila 
allocations, or both. 

TV>e Minnesota vocational-technical data collection process has not been 
computerized, therefore enrollment projections tod funding estimates by 
USDE codes were prepared manually and accuracy cannot be verified. In addi- 
tion, accounting capability of the State is limited, and it is. difficult to 
distinguish between State and local funds. 

*De fin it ions 

Reimbursable Agreements _ ' 

• i* , 

An informal legal document used with local education agencies And institu- 
tions of .higher education; and processed within the Minnesota Department of 
Ed*bcation. 
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Contractual /Agreeaent 
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\ . A formaljygal document used in confiracting with private' firms which 

requiiVreview and/or approval by agencies external to the llinnesota Depart- 
ment 4>i Education^ . , 

Local Education Agrocy (LEA) 

Local education agencies (school district's) offering secondary vocational 
education. 

Other Eligible Recipient (OP^ ^ - 

Area Vocational-Technic/al Institutes offering post-secondary arid adult 
* vocational education./ . „ 

Eligible Recipient (ER ) 

Refers to eithfe* or , both Local Education Agency (LEA) and Other 'Eligible 
Recipient (OER) ^ • ' " 

7.2 Federal Funding formula (Background) ^ 

w 

7.2.L Introduction 

i 0 

{ In the Five Year State Plan, FY 7£, the State submitted n the general appl*£- 
s Gabion to the U.S. Commissioner of Education in compliance with 45 CFR * 
- $104 (1979) identifying the priorities-designated by the twelve specific 
.assurances and in accordance w£fh(jphe -criteria specified in the State's 
federal funding formula. The SBE, in compliance with regulation, developed 
a 'federal funding formula and selected certain criteria discussed in the 
following page*. 

The federal funding formula is designed to help the State's vocationally 
approved occupational training programs meet labor demand resulting from 
employment expansion, produce skilled workers in areas of high labor 
turnover and meet the training nfeeds of a higher percentage of the total 
labor market. All Efts <are potential recipients'for federal vocational funds 

' to use to improve their vocational programs. • ERs which offer reimbursable 
vocational education programs will be considered in the distribution of 

, funds.. 

ERs must submit pertinent information regarding FY 83 federal funding 
formula distribution criteria. In previous years, the Minnesota State 
r Plan for Vocational-Technical Education used a two-step process for 

federal f maldistribution. This year, FY*8>, » one^step process which is 
as equitable as the former two-step process, will be used. This distri- 
bution process is intended to help vocational education meet the heeds of 
all population groups throughout the State. ■ 

7.2.2 Gefteral. Intent of Federal. Law 

It mav be prudent to describe the intent of federal Law regarding Section^ 
'120, 130 t v 140 and 150. The basic intent vis to increase thfc amount of 
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state and lo^ET dollars available for Vocational education, to supplement 
ef forts' currently in progress, and to fund new efforts. Conceptually, 
P.L. 94-482 was designed to allocate funds to eligible recipients based 
upon: > a) general indicators of economic depression*, b) new programs, 
c) higher than average student 'costs'"j>ertaining to handicapped, disadvan- 
taged £nd LEP students, d) relative financial ability, and e) other 
ecpnomic, social *and demographic information. Jhe other economic, social 
and ^demographic^ information is optional, state-specified criteria. 

<■ 

Federal funding does not determine specific educational activities or \ 
services, s The intent of the federal law is to allocate funds to schools 
based upon the degree of presence or absence of the general criteria stated 
io "a" through "e" above. Ln turn, the eligibfe recipients should have the 
prerogative to determine how* the Federal Jun'ds will be spent at the 
institutional level. How the Federal funds are to be spen^, relates to the 
type of services provided, in ke^eping with State priorities. 



7.3 FedeTal Funding Distribution Procedures 



The following diagrams, steps, timelines, and criteria serve to describe 
the procedures utilized in the distribution of federal funds. 

Procedure Guide 

The following diagram (Figure 3) provides an overview of the federal 
funding distribution procedure. In addition, a timeline ar^d eleven (11) 
steps for the federal funding distribution pr^edure are provided in 
Figure 4. 

7.3.2 Annual Applications * 

Annual application refers to the process yhich eligible recipients must 
complete and information which they must provide priori to the distribution 
of Federal Vocational Education Act (VEA) funds. Section 104.141(f)(4) 
specifies four assurances which must be contained in the annual application. 
The application must: 

1. Be developed with representatives of education and training resources . 
and the local advisory coonittee; , 

2. Deserifl* vocational education needs, hoi; programs will meet these 
needs, and the use of (he evaluation results in program development; 

3. Describe the relationships of proposed programs with CETA and other 
local employment and training programs; and 

*4. Describe the relationship .between the proposed vocational programs 



and other state and local programs. 



In addition, local applications will be greatly strengthened by including 
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Figure 3 



OVERVIEW OF FEDERAL FUNDING ' 
\ DISTRIBUTION PROCEDURE 



Applications for* Eligible Recipients 

- One Application per Eligible 

Recipient 
^^frograzis/Ef fort^ and Costs 



Committee Review at SDE 

- Federal Criteria 

- State Criteria 



Points per Application 



Federal 
Points 



State 
Points 



/ 



Allocation, of $ 



Programs/Efforts by Eligible Recipient 

- Maintain Programs 
* Improvements 

- New Programs 

- Additional Eff 



Report to SDE 

- Program 

- Fiscal 



Needed »y SDE 

Expenditures 

- Set-asidw 

- Categorical 

- Others 



> 
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Figure 4 



t 



TIMELINE AND STEPS FOR 
FEDERAL FUNDING DISTRIBUTION PROCEDURE 
FY 83 



Tlrje Lines 



April, 1981- 



Steps 

Ste£*l: LEAs/OERs are* seat a brochure 
describing the Federal Funds* 
availability, 'request for 



Xay^fcuRJst 1 
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September tp December 1981 

January 1, 1982 -(Post-Secondary) 
February 1, 1982 - (Secondary) 

January 15, 1982 - <Post-Secondary) Step 5: 
February 15, 1982 - " (Secondary) 

January-March, 1982 r (Posl-Setondary) Step 6: 
February-Ap t ril^l£82 - (Secondary)J * 

March 15, 1982 - (Post-Secondary!) 
April 3G>, 1532 - (Secondary) 

September 15, 1982 



applications, priority criteria, 
funding criteria, time lines, 
application format, areas of 
funding, etc. ✓ 

Step 2: Meetings held to answer ques- 
tions and explain the process 
fur the*. 

LEAs/OERs compile applications. 
Applications due at SDE. 



Ste£3: 
-S*fep 4: 



LEAs/QERs Informed when 
applications are received. 

Applications reviewed. 



Step 7: 
Step 8: 



October 15, 1982 s 

August 15, 1983 
November 15, 1983 



LEAs/OERs informed of approval 
and funding level. 

Compliance Monitoring schedule 
sent to LEAs/OERs (Criteria). 

Step 9: Partial payment of funds 
to LEAs/OERs. 

Step 10: Annual' Reports due at SDE* 

Step 11: LEAs/OERs informed of 

"evaluation" based on Annual 
Reports. 
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suggested ' (optional) items which add detail to 10A.141 (f ) (4) (B) such as: 

1. The number of vocational students who will benefit from the* proposed 
programs (not 'total enrollment);* . • 

2. The instructi^al costs; j t 

3. Justification for maintaining existing programs and justification for 
new programs using Federal, funds; * • 

U. Start-up a costs for frev programs and continuation' costs for maintaining 
other programs;. 

5. Additional equipment and/or facilities required; 



6. Instructional program objectives, -including course content, clock 
hours, credits, and level of occupational skills to be r attained; 

7,. Relationship of proposed programs t'o employment needs of the service 
area, and a description ' of how the programs meet the needs of special 
populations (based on National, regional, state or local needs); 

8. Availability and qualify of the instructional staff; 



9. Planned supervision and evaluation of the proposed program; and 

10. The articulation of the proposed programs to the various levels of 
similar programs in the service area. 

» . 

Summary of Formula Criteria and Weighted Point Values 

The following table summarizes the criteria as applicable to secondary 
(LEAs) and post-secondary /adultT- (OERs) and the accompanying point range. 
Criteria for LEAs and OERs are the same with sub-criteria differing by 
institutional classification. 



Criteria 



• LEA *Mnt 
(Secondary) Range 



OER 

(Post Secon- Point 
dary/Adult) Range 



Economically Depres sed A reas 
. High Unenploymer 



S Mfd A i 



Inability to Provide 
Resources . 



New Programs 
. Prog^a^Cost 

. Nuaber of Prograr.s 



. ♦ 



X 
X 

X 
X 



*1 



1-10 
1-10 

0-10 
0-10 



X 

X 



2-20 



0-10 
0-10 



w (Continued on next page) 
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Criteria ^ 


LEA 
(Secondary) 


Point 
Range 


OER 
(Post Secon- 
dary/Adult) 


Point 
Range 


Concentration of Low Income 
FaaiUes/High Cost Students 


X 


4-40 


X 


0-60 


Relative Financial Ability 


X ' 


4-40 


-r 




Student Dropout Rate % 






X 


1-10 


Auprxcr^ Acs of Poi\nl pf pf i 






v 




t 

Non-Served Student Groups 


X 


0-20 


X 


•0-20 


- - — — „ c . . - . 






v 
A 


0—10 


Xabor Force Participation Rate 


f X ' 


1-10 , 






TOTAL 




11-150 




4-150 



7.4 Post Secondary formula (OER) . 

Sub-secttons 7.4.1 and 7.4.2 following, provide a definition of the criteria 
?s well as <;riter.ia/explanation and data- sources. In addition, sub-section 
7.4.3 provides the formula for OERs, while sub-section 7.4.4 includes an 
example of an affluent, and a> depressed OER, and sub-section 7.4.5 presents 
' the proposed distribution of points and vdollars. * 

7.4.1 Definition of Criteria * 

The following are the defined criteria according to federal priority and 
allocation, and state allocation. 



I. Priority: Federal 
A 



ERIC 



Economically Depressed Areas : 
Economically depressed areas ate thos* Economic Development 
Regions (EDRs v of which there are a 'total of thirteen) identified 
as hitting, high unemployment rates based upon an annual average. 
Since employment figures are available by 'county only, aggregate 
labor foixe and unemployment figures must be calculated 'for 
each region to establish the" annual unemployment rate for the 
Economic Development Region. Unemployment rate for each EDR 
is then determined by dividing the aggregate number of. unemployed 
by the .aggregate labor force. OERs are awarded points based upon 
the Economic Development Regipn in which they are located. . 



B. New Programs: 



New programs are defined as six digit U.S. Department of Educa- 
tion Instructional Program Code programs that are new to the 
school. Program proposals which are new to the school are 
prepared by the OER for reviWand approval by the local program 
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advisory committee. The reviewed-proposaV is referred to the 
v> . appropriate state supervisor and processed through the ,appropri- 
•V.* ate personnel within the Vocational-Technical Division of the * ' 
- Sctfte Department of Education* - Approved program proposals are # 
"referred £o t*|e Higher Education Coordinating Board (HECB)J 
A - KECB forwards the document to the Curriculum Advisory Committee 
fox; discussion and advice. The Curriculum ^Advisory Committee 
a^d the HECfr staff advises the Higher Education Coordinating ' 
Board regarding the proposed program according to the following 
criteria: 

1) need ' * * 

2) s duplication 

3) mission of the institution ' \^ 

4) co-st/benef it 

The HECB reviews the proposed program, makes a recommendation, 

« transmits the results to the Division of Vocational-Technical * 
cation. ^ n . 

Ali^fatiort: .Federal 1 * ' : t * 

A. Students with Higher than Average Co'tts :-^ 

' Student A* wiffc higher. than average costi include all handicapped /• 
disadvantaged ,^*nd limited English prdfic^ftp^TLEP) students identi 
fied according to Federal definitions ij/reportfed in. the Federal 
w. Register. They are as f ollgps: \ 

Handicapped* refeVs to a person who is: 

1) mentally* retarded 
\ . 2) hard 6f hearing u * 

3) deaf • . . - 9 

4) speech impaired ^ , 0 

5) visually. handicapped' 

6) seriously emotionally disturbed 

7) oYthopedicalty impaired * 

8) jAer health impaired 

9) 'lfecific learning disability 
. 10) deaf /blind 

t .11) oultihandicapped ■* 

' „ * * r 

For, reporting purposes at. the post-secondary level;. a handicapped 

person is someone who has a physical or mental impairment. 

* • 

Limited English Proficiency refers to any*member of a t national 
p ' origin minority who does not speak and understand the English 
language in |r instruct ipnal setting well enough to benefit from 
voc^t^onal studflt to the same extent as a student whose primary 
l&af£uage is English. $*^e examples* of national origin minorities 
ir* persons of Spanish, Chinese or Italian heritage. The* chief % 




* See Federal Register* Vol* 42, No. 163, August 23, 1977 
< for definitions of conditions. 
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administrative official shall determine the method and the staff 
persons responsible for making\the identification. Operationally, 
for exanpl/, enrollment in English as a second language could be 
used as a proxy here* 

Disadvantaged means persons (other than handicapped) who meet 
the following definitions: ^ 

"Econoaicaily disadvantaged™ refers to any of the following 9 : 

1) Fanily income is at or below national poverty level; 

2) Participant, or parent (s) or guardian of the participant 
^ is unemployed; * , 

3) Participant, ot parent of participant, is recipient of public 
assistance; * £' 

4) Participant is institutionalized oiyurider State guardianship. 

Operationally, economic disadvantage c^ndbe determined by report- 
ing students who are participating in.BE^'s or similar financial 
aid or work-stud^ program. \ > 

"Academically disadvantaged" refers* to persons who: ^ 

1) Lick reading and writing skills; 

2) Lack mathematical- skills; or 

3) Perform below grade leveMT" 



Operationally, academic disadvantage can be determined by reporting 
students enrolled in remedial instruction or^oh academic probation. 



Ill, 



r 




dropout rate is defined as the annual averaga number of-* 
who drop a 6 digit U.S. Department of Education Instructional 
Code program and ffcil to reeafer in fifteen (15) days. 



Allocation: Sfate 

Student Dropout Rate 

x S 
s 

Progr 

B. Average Enrollment Age of Program Completers : 

. Xhe average enrollment age of program completers is defined as 
'the averager age of program completers at the time they initially 
enrolled in the ptdgraa. 

C. N on-Served' Student Groups : 

'Non-served student group s are defined as -identif iable groupsf of 
students or potential students that are presently inadequately 
served by vocational educatidfr. In narrating form, tfie OER must 
^ provide the following information: 

1) Documentation describing the identified population(s) . 

2) Specific services to be provided. 

3) Reasons for failure to serve this population (s) thus far. 
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7.4.2* 



D. Part-time Students : 

» * * 

Part-time students are defined as those students attending an 
OER for any amount of tine that is less than full-time. - • 

Criteria /Explanation and Data Sources^ Post Se~cort^ar>yXevel 

The Federal funds distribution to c^er eligible € recipients (OERs) under 
the Vocational Education Act of 1976 is^a one-step process. "Points. are 
awarded to an OER under both the Priority and the Allocation sections. 
All OERs are funded under the proposed onerstep process; hence, each 
AVT1 is allocated funds based upon the number of points awarded. 

The following are the criteria, corresppnding points, and data sources for 
the formula i 



Criteria/Explanation 



Unweighted 
Range of 
Points 



Data-Source (s) 



I. Priority : Federal 

A. Economically Depressed Areas * 

High Unemployment Rate 
\ (Annualized by Economic Dfevel- 
1 opment Region) 



• 4.4 - 4.8 percent 
4.9 - 5.4, j>er£ent 

5.5 - 5**9 percent 
,6.0 - 6.5 percent t 

6.6 - 7.0 percent 

7.1 - 7.5 percent 

7.6 - 8.1 percent 

8.2 - 8.6 percent 

8.7 - 9.2 percent 

>9.2 percent 

B? New Programs 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 



point 

points 

points 

points 

points 

points 

points 

points 

points 

points. 



New Programs are defined as: 
6 digit U.S. Department of Educa- 
tion Instructional Program Code 
programs that. are new to the' * 
school. * » 

1) »New Prograa(s)' Cost as a. per- 
centage of the total budget 

r 

>0%-lX of total budget - 1 ptJ 
>lX-2% of total budget * 2 pts. 
>2**3*-of total budget - 3 pts. 
>3JH>% of totl^^udget ■ 4 pts. 
>4%-5X of totarWiget - 5 pts. 

<Cont, 



1 - 10 



0-20 



(0-10) 



Minnesota Department of 

Economic Security 
390 North Robert Street 
St. £aul, Minnesota 55101> 

(5tj* Hamper) 
(612) 296-7969 

(Bruce Steuernagel) 
(612) 296-8716 



Program Approval process: 

ion of Vocational- 
Technical Education 



2) Curriculum Advisory 

Committee of the Higher' 
EducatiOT 
Board 



Coordinating 



3) Higher Education Coordin- 
ating Board - s 
Capitol Square' Building 
550 Cedar Street f 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 
(612) 296-6104 



T7T 



54 



Criteria/Explanation 



Unweighted 
Range of 
Points 



Data Sburce(s) , * 



>5%-6% of total budget - 6 pts, 
>67,-7% of totarl budget » 7 pts« 
>7%-8% of total, budget " 8 pts. 
>8/*-9Z of total budget » 9 pts. 
>9% of total budget .» 10 pts. 



2) •Nuiber of New Programs 



as a 



(0-10) 



>0 -li/of ^11 
# >1%-2Z of .tall 


.programs 




i 


pt. 


programs 




2 


pts. 


>2Z-3Z of all 


programs 




J 


pts. 


>3%-AX of all 


programs 




4 


pts. 


>4%-5%-of all 


programs 


m 


5 


pts. 


>5%-6% of all 


programs 




6 


pts. 


^>62-7% of all 
S7%-8% of 411 


programs 




7 


pts. 


programs 




8 


pts. 


>3%-9% of" all 


programs 




9 


pts. 


>9% of- all 


j>r6grams^» 




pts. 



[I. Allocation: Federal 



A. Students with higher "than average 

costs (aLl handicapped, disadvantaged, 
LEP students, and other identified 
groups as appropriate; identified 
according to Federal definitions). 



0-10 



•X) - 5Z of 
6%-10Z of 
ll*-i5Z of 
16Z-20Z of 
21%-25Z of 
26Z-30Z of 
31Z-35Z of 
36Z-402 of 

of* 

5^ms% of 
5flV% ,of 

61S-65r of 
66X-70S of 
7U-75* of 
•762-80% of 
&l%-85% of 
&%~90% of 
91Z-952 of 
96X-lbO% of 



total 

total 

total* 

total 

total 

total 

total 

£otal 

total 

total 

total 

total 

total 

total 

tota> 

total 

total 

total 

total 

total 



student 
student 
student 
student 
student 
student 
student 
student 
studeqt 
student 
student 
student 
student 
student 
student 
student 
stttd^nt 
student 
student 
student 



body a 
body * 
body ■ 
body ■ 
body » 
bod^ - 
body ■ 
body » 
body » 
body ■ 
body » 
body ■ 
body » 
body ■ 
body ■ 
body » 
body » 
body ■ 
body * 
body ■ 



( *5 pt. 
1 1 pt. 

1 .5pts. 

2 pt^. 
2.5 pts. 

3 pts. 
3.5 pts. 

4 pts. 
4.5fcts. 

5 pts. 
5*5p*s. 

6 pts. 
6.5 pts. 

7 pts. 
7.5 pts. 

8 pts. 
3.5 pts. 
$ pts. 
9.5 pts. 
10 pts. 



Division of Vofcat'fijhal- 
Techhical Education 
Special Needs Program^ 
Supervisor 



clal Need Analytical 
He (SNAP) Data 



OER submitted data for 
othet identified 'groups. 
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Criteria/Eyplanation 



Unweighted 
Range of 
Points 



Data Source (s) 



III. Allocation: State 



A. 



Student Dropout Rate 
(Establish the proportion of the 
average number of students per » 
year who have dropped. a 6 digit 
U.S. Department , of Education 
Instructional Program Code program 
and failed to reenter in 15 days.) 

• Proportion of Dropouts to total 
enrollment: 



10 



Division of Vocational- 
Technical Education 

Post-Secondary Follow- 



up System 



4 



11% 
21% 
31* 
41* 



10% 
20% 
30% 
40% 
50% 



2 points 
4 points 
6 points 
8 points 
10 points 



J 



B. Average Enrollment Age of Program 
Completers (Establish the average 
enrollment age of program completers 
for each OER.) r 

» Rank OERs, lowest to highest % and divide 
into 10 equal categories as follows: 



il - 10 



1. Lowest average age 
2. 

3. ' . 

4. 

5; 

6. * . 

7. ' ■ * ■ . 
8. 

9. • " 



point 
points 
points 
points 
points 
points 
points 

8 points 

9 "points 



10. Highest average age ■ 10 points < 

C. Non-Seryed Student Groups k) 
(OER may identify a group (s) of students 
presently not adequately served by 
vocational education.) In narrative 
form, the OER my$t provide^£e ^following 
information: 



Division of Vocational- 
Technical Education 

Post-Secoodary Follow- 
up System 



- 10 



X) Documentation describing tt^e Identi- 
fied population(s) . 

2) Specific services to be -provided. 

3) Reasons for failure to serve this 
population(s) thus far. * 



Vocal OER submitted data. 
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Criteria/Explanation 



Unweighted 
Range of 
Poihts 



Data Source(s) 



D. 



An OER may qualify for one effort each 
time 2 of 3 conditions are met. In 
general^ the intent of' ah effort is 
similar to the creation of a new,' 
service or section of an instructional 
program requiring at least 2 of the 
following three conditions: 

1) Number of anticipated students is 
greater than or equal to 10 for 
instruction or greater than' or equal 
to 1 for support services. > : 

2) Instructor/staff increases (1) 

3) Expansion of facility or facility 
use. 

,4 Effort « 2.5 peints ' • * ■> • 

2 Efforts "-5 points 

3 Efforts ■ 7.5 points 

4 or More Efforts ■ 10 points 

Part-Time Students 

(Establish the propprtion^of part-time 
stud^its to average daily membership 
-based on annual mean.) 7 , 



0-10 



• Proportion 


of part-tine' to full-time 


students: 




>0% - 12 - 


1 point , 


>U - 2". - 


2 points 


>2X - 32'- 


3 points 


>32 - 42 - 


4 points 


>42 - 52 - 


5 points • , K 


>52 - 62 - 


6 points 


>62 - 72 - 


7 points •* , 


• >72 - 82 ' 


8 points 


>32 - 92 - 


9 points * 


>92 - 


10 points 



Division of Vocational- 
Technical Education? 

Data from Quarterly* 
Reports as provided by 
local OER. 



OER Formula ' „ ** 

The formula for determining the weighted raw, points for an OER is as 
follows: 



WRP - 2(EDA) + (NPl + NP2) + 6(HCS) + SDR + ASA + 2(NSS) + PTS 
or 

Weighted Raw Points - 2 (Economically Depressed Areas) + (New Programs # 1 + 

New Programs 2) + 6^Higher Cost Students) + Student 
Dropout Rate + Average Student Age + 2 (Non-Served- 
* Students) + Part-Tiae Students. 
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Weighted Raw Points for School #1 * 

■ proportion of Weighted Raw pJlnt$ (WR?) in School £1 of 
the total WRPs in system. 

X^X - proportion of Average Daily Memberships (ADM) in School Si 
of the total ADMs in system. 

2 

\ 

Proportion of Funds Available ; Federal Lav or State Priority 

r ' ' 

Available Funds for Section 120B «-$l2Q3 ($120B is Section 120 Basic 
"""^ J Grant Dollars) * 

'l20H - $120H (S120H is Section 120 Handicapped 
Dollars) 

120D - $120D ($120D is Section 120 Disadvan- 
^ . taged Dollars) 

\ 140 « $140 ($140 is Section 140 Disadvantaged 

' „ Dollars) 

150. - $150 ($150 is Section 150 Consumer- 
Honeziaking Dollars) 

Xjj^X ■ proportion of handicapped* students' in School vl of the total 
■handicapped students in system. 

*Di* * P ro ?°rtion of disadvantaged stg*den.ts in School #1 of the total 
disadvantaged students In system. 

x 140i£ ■ proportion of disadvantaged students in School #1 of the t^otal 
disadvantaged students in system. 

Xi50^%' » proportion of "home economics 11 students served by School #1 of 
the total home economics students servedj^n the system. 

Awarding of Federal Funds 

Allocations by Section * 

120B: $i - TTjX ($120B) 



120H: $! - S^X ^120H) 
120D: $i - 7 Dl X ($120I») 



1 2 1 " 
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: - \. ■ 

Note: LEP proportion under 120D is equivalent to th* proportion such 
persons age 15-24 are to the entire population of the State iri 
the same age bracket. 

**\ 1-0: $i - X^OnX ($W0) 



\ 2 , 

* .150: $1 - Si 50l Z (S150) 
. V Tun. 

0 - 1 ) - 



Total Funds Awarded ■ STF^ 
(for School ?1) 

V 



7.4.4 Example of Affluent and Depressed OERs v ~ - 

In order to describe the process of awarding points and calculating the 
proposed federal fund distribution, the entire procedure will be 'applied 
to two OERs. ■ The ©ERs selected for this illustration are Bemldji AVTI 
(depressed) and .Moorhead AVTI (affluent)** 

Awarding of.Poifets 

Step 1 : (EDA) Determine economically depressed areas *based upon unemploy- 
i ment rates in 13 Economic Development Regions (EDRs) for; each OER. 



Beaidji (EDR2) unemployment rate ■ 9.7 or 10 points 
(See 7.4.2) 

Moorhead (EDR4) unemployment rate ■ 7.2 or 6 points 
(See 7.4,2) % 

Step Z : (KP) Determine the nutober of new programs approved for each OER* 

Benidji had no new programs approved ■ 0 points 

"Moorhead had no new programs approved ■ 0 points 

. * , i 

Step 3 : (HCS) Determine the proportion of handicapped^ disadvantaged, 
.and LEP^ students to. the total student body (average daily 
fc membership) for each OER. 

Bemidji had 157 bandicapped, disadvantaged f and LEP students^ >* 
of a tqtal average daily membership of 425.21 (i.e. ^3 21 x 10 °* 
37 percent * 4 points . (See 7.4.2) 



> 
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Hoorhead had 15£ handicapped, disadvantaged, and LEP students 
of*^Ttotal average daily* membership of 952.65 (i.e., 

• 1 * fflTs * 100) " 16 f xercent " 2 points . (See 7.4.2) 

Step 4 : (SDR) Determine the proportion of the annual average number of 

students who dropped a 6 digit U.S. Department of Education Instruc- 
tional Program Code program and failed to reenter in ll days to'th? 
total enrollment for each OER. 

r 

Bemidji had a 23 percent dropout rate ■ 6 points x 
(See 7.4.2) 

Moorhead had a 22 percent drdpout rate ■ 6 points 
(See 7.4.2) \ 

0 

Step 5 : (ASA) Determine the average enrollment age of program completers 
for each OER. 

Bemidji (average age * 21.84 years) was in the sixth* 
group ■ 6 points . (See 7.4.2) 

Moorhead (average age * 19.94 years) was in the sfcond 
. group - 2 "points . (See 7.4.2) 

Strep 6 : (NSS> Determine the number of efforts proposed by the OER to 
serve the "needs of . previously non-served 1 student or potential 
student groups. 

'-Bemidji had no efforts proposed ■ 0 points * * 

Moorhead had no efforts proposed » 0 points 

Step 7 : (PTS) Determine the proportion of the annual average number of 
part-time students to the average djily aembership for eacb OEA. 

Bemidji had no pertVtime studentjs - 0 points 

Moorhead had an average of 41.7 part-tiac students with an average p 
daily membership of, 9>2.65 <i.#., 41^7 % 1QQ) m ^ ^ Tcni m 



5 points . (See 7:4.2) 



J 
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Application of Formula 

. Step 1 ; Determine total weighted raw points for eafcfe^OER. 

WRP • 2 (EDA) + (NP1 + NP2) + 6(HCS) + SDR + ASA + 2(NSS) + PTS 

Bemidji • 2(10) + (0 + 0) • 6(4)- + 6 .4 6> 2(0) + 0 - 
56 lighted raw points # « 

Moorhead - 2(6) + (0 ♦ 0) + 6(2) 6 + 2 + 2(0) + 5 - 
37 weighted raw points 1 



Determine the total weighted raw points distributed asong all s 
OERs. ; 

A total of 1,281 Weighted Raw Points (WRPs) were distributed 
araong all OERs, - 

r 

■ 0 ' 

Determine the .proportion (X„S) of the total Weighted Raw Points - 
(WRPs) for each OER . * / 

Beoidji X^Z - - .0437158 

Moorhead X^.Z - — 



I 1281 - .0288836 

( 

Deterpine the proportion (Xa%) of the total Average Daily Member- 
ships (ADMs) for each OER. 

Y - . 425 . 21 (i.e. Ber.idii ADM) 
Bwidjl Xa b % - 3l7l277 2 ( Total ADM ) " - 0134081 

m««^k»=^ Yl .» . 952.65 ( i.e. Moorhead ADM ) ^, AA , QQ 
Moorhead Xa^ - j nn7n Total - /0300399 

Deternine the mean (XX) r of the proportions calculated in Steps '-3 
and 4 Ad apply the result to- the funds available for the Basic 
Grant of Section 120 ($7,370,000) 

Bemidji x B E - -°* 37158 ± - 013 * 081 - 

.0285619 x $7,370,000 - $210,501 Basic Grant , 
Moorhead \X - - 0288836 \ 

.0294617 x $7,370,000 - $217,135 Basic Grant 

Determine the proportion (X#+d%) of the total handicapped artd- 
disadvantaged students for each OER. ° 



B#oid i i x I - 157 (i.e. Beoidji Handicapped & Disadvantaged Students ) 
J AH+D B * 8125 ( Total Handicapped & Disadvantaged Students) 

'- .019323 ^ V 

Moorhead X^Dw* « ^ m^S^^SS^^b^^i^p^S^ 
"^^tT 812S ( Total Handicapped & Disadvantaged Students ) 

* .019323 ' 

Determine the mean (Xh+qZ) of the proportions calculated in Steps 3 

and 6 and *pply th* result to the £unds available in Section 120 * * * 

(Handicapped and Disadvantaged) ($1,804 f 20D) 

Bezid-ji. Vdb* - •°' 37158 I - 019323 " .0315194 x $1,804,200 
. ' $56,867 Section 120 

/ t 

V 
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Moorhead ICH+ft,* " •° 238936 1 - 0 f^ 323 - .0241033 x $1,804,200 - 
$43,487 Sectioh 120 ^ 

Step 8 : Determine, the proportion (X^q*) of the total disadvantaged students 
for each OER. ^ 

4 v » - 190 (i«e. Beaidji Disadvantaged Students ) niAO/; , 
Bemidji X UOb * - euo ( Total Disadvantaged >udents ) " ' 0309446 

f Moorhead Xi^OuX -162 '(l,e, Moorhead Disadvantaged Students ) 0 7AiftAi 
* 6140 ( Total Disadvantaged Students )" 

r 

Step 9 : Determine the mean (X^qX) of the proportions calculated in Steps 3 
and 8 and apply the result to the funds available in Section 140^ 
($379,000). ' ' ~ 

Be cidj i X 140b % - - 0437158 \ - 0309446 - .0373302 • $379,000 - * 

• $14,148 Section 140 . r' 

Moorhead X UOm Z - -0288836 + .02633% , <027f)339 x $379t0 00 - 
$10,473 Section 140 

« » 

. Step 10 : Determine the proportion ^150%) of the total consumer-homemaking 

students for eaph OER. * 

* ** 

r -m-h y t 144 c »T i.e. Beaidji Consumer-Bomenaking Students ) 

isemidji Ai5p B ^ - 72,3^. (' Total ConsuSer-HbrnenakUg Students ) 

*■ .0019775 v 

Moorhead Xisq^X « 2860 (i.e. Moorhead Consumer-Homeaaklng Students) 
72,816 ( Total Consuser-Homemaking Students ) 

• • - .039277 

Step 11 : Deternine the mean (^j^gX) of the pjybrtiens calculated in Steps 3 
and i0 and apply the result to th^^uftds available in Section 150 
($549,333). 




B«idji Il50^ - - ^7158 I .0019775 . ^ % ^ ^ 

$12,550 Section 150 . / — ^ 



" . Moorhead \ 50 ^ - - 0288836 + .039277 m 03 ^ 08O3 x $5A9)333 . 
$18,721 Section 150 

7.4.5 Proposed Distribution of Points and Dollars 

/ T}ie following tables (Table 7.4.5.1 and Table 7.4.5.2) provide cotnplete 

calculations of wHghted *aw points and proposed dollar distributions for 
each OER. Table 7.4.5.1 provides the weighted raw points for unemployment v 
rates, higher cost students, dropout rate, age of completers and part-time * 
students. (Present* calculations assume no new programs and no proposals for 
r non-served student groups.) Table 7.4.5.2 provides the proposed federal 

s funds distribution for Basic Grant, Handicapped and Disadvantaged (Section 120), 

Section 140, and Section 150. 
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'^.4.5.1 

4 " 


• 


Weighted 


Raw Points for OERs 






W 


* 

ELIGIBLE RECIPI 


ENTS 


Unemploy- 
ment Rate 


Students- with 
Higher v Costs 


Dropout 
Rate' 


Age of 
Cocpleters 


Part-tine 
Students 


Total 


Aioert Lea 




0 


0 


A 
*♦ 


7 


2 


25 


Alexandria 




12 


10 


/. 
*♦ 


2 - 


1 


37 


Anoka 


r 11 


2 / 


12 


4 


•8 


0 

9 


35 


Aus w in 




6 


36 


4 - 


' 10 


1 


1 63 


sea id j i 


V» o 1 




24 


6 


6 


0 


56 


Brainerd 


yo q i 


18 


9 


' 6 


* 5 


4 


' • ,o { 
i 42 | 


uant>v 


* 

vo91 


6 


12 1. 2 


1 


0 


21 


Dakota uouncy 


«« Ql "7 


2 


Q 




6 


1 


22 


Detroit Lakes 


v 22 


1 o • 

12 


OA 




8 


1 


1 51 


Dul.u c h 


& "7 no 


OA 

20 






0 


9 


^- 


53 


Last orano rork.s 




OA 

20 


1 o 
12 


0 


- 7 


3 


48 


9 

Lveietn 


697 


OA 

20 


c 
0 




* 
0 


9 


1 


42 


Faribault 


#656 


6 


1 o 
12 


6 


9 






Granite Falls 


r 394 


6 


O "7 

27 


4 


3 -H* 


-i— i 


46 


nibbing 


0701 


20 


6 


4 


5 ' 


1 . , 1 36 


Hutchinson 


#423 


6 


O "7 

27 


4 


4 


1 1 

7 ' I • 48 


Jackson 


#324 


4 


15 


/ 

H 


3 • 






i Kankato 


# v7 


6 


/* 

Q 


/. 
H 




-H 


25 


t 

I Minneapolis 


#S-1 


•0 / 


O 0 

JJ 


0 


9 


4, 


54 


Moorhead 


#152 




12 — 


6 


2 


5 


37 


! 916 


#916 


2 


18 




7 


V 5 


36 


t Pine City 


#578 


14 


33 


4 




' 10 


67 


. Pipestone 


#583 


* 4 


9 




— 


0 - 


18 


( Red WinR . 


#256 


6 


6 




10 


. 1 


27° 


f Rochester V 


#535 


6 


1Z 


4 


5 


1 


28 


St. Cloud \ 


#742 


12 


.15 


4 


2 


1 




| St. Paul 


#625 


2 


15 


6 


10 






j Staples 


#793 


18 


12 


4 


2 


1 


'37- 


Suburban Keonepin 


#287 


2 


24 


4 


s 


2 


40 


Thief Rdver Falls 


f/^64 


20 


15 


6 


4 


1 


46 


Wadena 


0B19 


18 


18 


.4 


4 


0 


44 


Villnsar 


V34.7 


6 • 


' u 24 


4 


.1 


2 


37 


Jiinona 


*>861 


6 


9 . 


4 


3 


1 


23 



Total 1,281 
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7. 4,5. 2 



Proposed Distributions of federal Funds for, 
Vocational-Technical Education Anong 
Other Eligible Recipients for FY 82 



63 



ELIGIBLE RECIPIENTS 


SEC 120 
(Basic Grant) 


^SEC 120 
(Handicspped- 
DiSodvan taged) 


SEC 140 


SEC 150 

</ 


Albert Lea 


9 241 


$138,332 


• $ 23,712 


$5,519 


$ 6,009. 


Alexandria 


£206 
1 


283,804 


i j 

70,467 


17,171 


12,132 


Anoka r 


P 11 


309,728 


,65,173 \ 

1 ■ \ 


14,529 


12,364 


Austin 


#492 


245,895 


' 84,002 ! 


14,722 


17,906 


Bemidji 


- # 31 


210,501 


56,867 


14,148 


12,550 


fl^inerd 


"_ iisi 


207,139 


41,346 


-10,410 


13,260 


Canby 


f #S91 


113,439 


23,782 


5,606 


5,416 


Dakota County 


#917- , 


249,513- 


35,922 


8,656" 


26,361 


Detroit Lakes 


# 22 


,228,052 


64,227 


18,161 


' 12,455 • 


■ Duluth 


i'709 


304,573 


67,634 


17,933 


13,480 


East Grand ForVs 


#595 „ 


198,371 


44,905 


* 9,66-2 


10,364 


*Eveleth 


#697 


162,733 


32,464 


10', 719 


10,402 


Faribault 


#656 


143,897 


31,271 


7,653 ' 


8,426 


Granite Falls 


#39f 


185,375 


54,932 


13,224 


11,421 


Hibbing 


#701 


150,618 


30,015 


8,135 


7,983 


Hutchinson 


#423. 


204,548 


60,449 


12,934 


14,460 


Jackion 


^#324 


147,377 


34,262 


6,333 


8,814 


Mankato 


9 77 


218,700 - 


39,699 


6,630 


15.813 


Minneapolis 


#S-1 


305,539 


111,195 


" 14,716 


48,888. 


Hoorhead 


#152 


217,135 - 


43,487 


10..473 


18.721 


916 


. #916 


356,128 


90,969 


15,634 


23.090 


Pine City , 


4 

#578 


217,111 


59,839 


12,164 


16.380 


Pipestone 


*583 


106.986 


20,226 


4,144 


5.161 


Red Wing 


#256 


" 133,506 


24,565 


4.056 


7.370 


Rochester 


#535 


184,319 


37,371 - 


7,907 


20.481 


St. Cloud 


#742 


274,626 


62,470 


14,998 


13.797 


St. Paul 


#625 


415,411 


88,7.17 


14,120 


.51.743 


{ Staples 


#793 


181,215 


39,604 


8,899 


1 15.353 


Suburban Hennepin 


#287 


■ 498,121 


168, 841 


« 25,300 


.65.919 


Thief River Falls 


#564 


189, 266^ 


43.9A1 


9,800 


. 12,258 


Wadena 


#819 


180,918 


45,974 J 


11,231 


11.565 


Willmar 


#347 


268,796 


81.237 


17,418 


13.829 


Winona 


' #861 


133,328 


24,635 


5,995 


5.162 



9 
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Total : # $7,370,000 



. $1,804,200 

67 



$379,000* .$549*333 



